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Statutory Ordeijs and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


fart RSTTCril 

(Tr*n^ fh^nr) 

ftwfr, Q7 2006 

^T.3TT. 3232,-fMflM 1 2006 Mt 3ffal£RT 

V. 174/2006 (Ml M. 203/34/200*M tm MR 
^R777, ftra WR, R5R* M 3 37f$W MfchR 

wrft ^ M. 44/2006 Mt 'Mb ■afttt 

f*RT m *ff, Mt 30 mM, 2006 M f ^ 7 Mb, 2006 ^ 
fW«?j IT 'ijcifl, 2006 M "&R[ Mt 3TR 
SRftfr fi fa T^ft I 

[arfb^RT M 207/2006/Ml M. 203/34/2004-3TI.'37.f%.- ll ] 

pi&l* (37RM7 fa II) 
MINISTRY C IF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

(CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES) 
CORRIGENDUM 
New Delhi, the' til August, 2006 

S.O.3232.—In partial Modification of Ministry 
of Finance, Department of Revenue, Government 
of India, Corrigendum vide Notification No. 174/2006,dated 


11th July, 2006 (F. No. 203/34/2004/ITA-II) the date of the 
Notification No. 44/2006 for which the Corrigendum was 
issued may be read as 7th March, 2006 instead of 30th 
March, 2006. 

The other terms of the said Corrigendum dated 
11th July, 2006 shall remain unchanged. 

[Notification No. 207/2006/F. No, 203/34/2004-lTA-II] 

RENU JAUHRI, Director (ITAII) 

(snBNrMTdfatmr)' 

(Iffaft wt) 

M 3 3PPRT, 2006 

*fiT.3TT.3233.-RMrft T*TTC atfbMM Ml 

Most#) arfbbm, 1971 (1971 mi 40) Mt qrci 3 sra 
TjfMrM' mi troto Mict inr Mh 1 %Mm 9-4-1990 M mr 
ew*n<, fbR mtRR, «t>i4 fa®fFt intR) Mt 

StfMtESRTU 13-5-89-Mtefl-III <TR dcWl^tMlTM 9*3-1996 
Ml *TTR M TTSm UMlfad M, M137I. 632 S*7T 

faMM 18-2-2005 M u miot./ 711 <f*n t&M atfaR-w 
13-4-2006 Ml MMttR M, XM-13 -2 -2005 -MtMhj-'dtMt-11 

cin 37fu§hHUi n*, ^ M ^ ^rat M ftRR, 

fMM’ faRi w i 4t fans M fafa Mte faM *ri i?, M^ 
0<4TR, TARSKI /ORTH M STfbMlft M WE M 

TRMSl 3?faMRt M faRfafaR RRft M MRR (l) M 


2415 (iI/2006 
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dRufto 37f45nft54 553 ^ffMPl*TR ^ TPfriR ^ TRT3I 

3lf45nft 4) 7*3 4 fagaRT 3774) i 4) 7717# ^ TOT5 (2) 4 
■al^fisra tu5>i(I vmi 4) 7755 4 533 37faf455 sjtt 5i 57 t4» 
374)3 mq 37fa5nft4)' 54 tot viPm^Y 33 35 ) 3 * 57)4 #7 
5#' #4 5H ^ ip) gp 544 :- 
+u<tlfi 

srfiranO 53 5^5nr w4f 5>) jtfbrar <tot 

t^ifijohifi 4)*m( 

431 437, fa7T53 WT wqfm 

if 4, $ 75if4?3 5#/ 

3H5)) Trifril 51^ 3*fl 53aft 3T?TR#T^7 

faror 5i4 7rg4 3773 4 fern 

T*TR 

[37T. U 13/2/2005-4)3^-4)34-11] 
#. 4). TOR, 3757 7lf45 
(Department of Economic Affairs) 
(BANKING DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 
S. 0.3233.— In exercise of the powers conferred 
under Section 3 of Public Premises (Eviction of 
Unauthorised Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) and in 
supersession of the notification of the Government of India 
in the Ministry of Finance , Department of Economic 
-Affairs (Banking Division) No. 13/5-89-BO-III dated 
09-4-90 and subsequent notification published in the 
Gazette of India under No. S.O. 632, dated 09-03-1996 and 
No. S.O.711, dated 18-02-2005 and further amendment No. 
F-13/2/2005-BOA-BO-II dated 13-4-2006 except in respect 
of things done or omitted to be done before such 
supersession, the Central Government hereby appoints 
the officer mentioned in coloumn (I) of the Table below, 
being officer equivalent to the rank of a Gazetted Officer 
of Government to be Estate Officer for the purpose of the 
said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred and 
perform the duties imposed on the Estate Officers by or 
udner the said Act, in respect of the public premises 
specified in column (2) of the said table. 
_ TABLE _ 

Designation of the Categories of public premises 

Officer and local limits of jurisdiction 

The Dy. Gen. Manager Premises situated anywhere 
(Centralized Banking in India owned by/belonging 

Solutions Department) to, and under the administra- 
Dena Bank, Dena live control of the Dena Bank 

Corporate Centre, Head having Head Office at 
Office, Mumbai Mumbai. 

[F No 13/2/2005-BOA-BO-II] 
D. P. BHARDWAJ, Under Secy. 

3^ to#, 10 37373, 2006 

55T.35. 3234.-3^)3^3 4^7 (355 TR 33^)4 5355) 

737)3, 1970/1980 4) 715 (9) ^ 55-715 (1)47 (2) (57) 
4) 7775 nfein 4373777) 4 Hi) (4H3>+1) 37T 37-43 7R 

3lf5fW?, 1970/1980 ^ 575 9 57)55-5171 (3) ^ 735 ("3) 
m TOT #533) 53 55Tn TO 3^3f)3 7T737K, Wt5 
Roj4 437 77 5715?f 5775 4) 3^573, TfrlASKI, 4) 7^3. 4>. 317)37, 


37^35, 37f)3ffT 3173)3 437 37f45>T(t 773 57) 37f47J33T '41(1 

514 54 5lft73 4 4)3 54 37) 375ffi ^ f#* 37531 533TT 

3c37lf537Tf) dffhcl f4n* 5l4 537 37551 34f*+> "5^51 4' 

533i 37f537lf) 5% 7^4 337, # 4) 55^ 4), 5?l4 55 7TTI3T7 54 
7 ) 37ffi37 5ft 375f3 ^ 35 W°T 3# 37)4, 4% 4fa7 

5^41 4) 4)4 4 37f35717l-5r45lfl 14^5137 4) 7*5 4 uPlct 557ft 1? I 

[53. 77. 9/10/2001-4)371-1] 
4). 4). f44, 55 77f53 
, New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O. 3234. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (0 of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clauses (I) and (2) (a) of 
clause (9) of the Nationalized Banks (Management and 
Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central 
Government, after consultation with the Reserve Bank of 
India hereby appoints Shri N. K. Pareek, President, All 
India Central Bank Officers Federation as Officer Employee 
Director on the Board of Directors of Central Bank of India 
for a period of three years from the date of notification or 
until his successor has been nominated or until he ceases 
to be an officer of Central Bank of India, whichever event 
occurs the earliest, provided that he shall not hold office 
continuously for a period exceeding six years. 

[F.No.9/I0/200I-BO-I] 
G. B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

M to#, 10 37373, 2006 

53.33. 3235.-71^)5^73 4# (555 55 33?# 5553) 
757)5, 1970/1980 ^ 75? (9) ^ 53734 (1) #7 (2) (57) 
5) 7713 3f<73 4575717) 5)44) (53575) 571 3T43 35 37375) 

3Tf5f355, 1970/1980 ^ 5171 9 57) 53-5171 (3) ^ 75W 

(5) ?F7l TO! #533)’ 571 35)3 5774 ^4)5 77757K, 

5T73t3 f)54 457 ^ 37T57f 3TT4 ^ 3T5TT 45\^T7T, 

4) 7T5I 5l)4?57 715, 5^T7Tf55, 3Tfwi 5173 3TP37 457 
37f55717) 7T5 57) 37f5g5FTT ^517) 4)4 dido ^ <f)3 54 54 375f5 
4) {V19, 37551 53571 5r37lf557I7) 3lf53 f57ir 357 37551 371*51 
437 3 37f557l0 54 7^4 357, # 5) 3?^ ^), 3514 5T 3F1T3R 

^:54^ 37)557 55) 3^ W 5^)544,3TF5T 457 <4 

4)4 4 3Tf5«M<l-5)4^id f44?i57 ^ 53 4 -kFhci 5773) i? 1 

[33. "71. 9/17/2006-4)37)-1 ] 
4). 4). Ri s, 53 77)55 

New Delhi, the 10th August, 2006 

S.O.3235.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(0 of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980, 
read with sub-clauses (1) and (2) (a) of clause (9) of the 
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) 
Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, alter consultation 
with the Reserve Bank of India hereby appoints Shri K. Rama 
Koteshwara Rao, General Secretary, All India Andhra Bank 
Officers Federation as Officer Employee Director on the Board 
of Directors of Andhra Bank for a period of three years from the 
date of notification or until his successor has been nominated or 
until he ceases to be an officer of Andhra Bank whichever event 
occurs the earliest, provided that he shall not hold office 
continuously for a period exceding six years. 

[F. No. 9/17/2006-BO-I] 
G. B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


53 3*135557 (5^5j3 
4)573 7T315H 15513) 
431 457 , 431 533^5 
3v3), 3513 57T3f3T3, 
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[WTIJ—3SP5 3(ii>] iwm 19,2006/?im28, 1928 

t 'mi sftr Pitum mjiiw^ 

( jmiMM l 'M I wft ftHPT)- 

21^,2006 

«bt. ot. ^t, 1%rf%?r ^rf^rant^ ^ra ftqt^ ^ I^r ^ ^rqT # 

I^F-3^RT TTfeeT (^fr#^^if SFIT^fcTWT**TPT^ 1976 ( 1976 mi 60) aftrqn mm* 

(jffseff ^TarprtoO ftmr, 1987 srg^t 

mpton mmq t^tt afa Wr uRteriNf rnmpKT itm wr mrniTffTT; 

3Ttr : , 3m,^^-«m,^9iW^^MRr36^^-t«Rr-(7) 3^(8) ?raim sir+wTf mtipfri mtf -gq 4*rcf 

TFfcf, ftrarft mTC, fflm^5TO -364515, T^m faPfffa -R*m wfer ( wfal ?»f 111) ^‘^^^-01’ 

3Tmm RTfcrT J f fUTflfe ra mfcH 3< WiCT ( ^ < EFf mEK) ^ mfg?T mt firafr life mT m*T *%^T't W>¥ T*nfc 

^T^fr^^RTmfecT3lft-3T3*teftm 3Tlf Vi ^t/09/06/373 TWjSftR! %mTO $, 3mM-^^ 3^ 

TOftR ! mRcft %\ 



mRT -qfecT TT5F t^T mKR mT «TR ifa ^VTftcT 3R«WlfcM ( ^<J4 >t 4 TR>R) cffcff t I ^mt 3TfammT 

wrr i ooo fern sfa^ram sw«n 2 fcm iiwHWT3?w (t) rnirnm loom i isatf ^fmr i 

ftlMT W Tt&m ®<M«MHk*W> sn^q^PT Tmw t I 37mm ^fefe (T^T f -it) TOf mfcR 3 * Kf$ltt mTcTT 
t I 3W1 230 ^2, 50 sir*™? m I^T W m mfe m^TT t-1 

TSTf^FT ^i4ii 3 iRi'R«w h*H*i ml *qq?i<) 4> tcTR, <al<n*-l ^ RV=h^ 4> f^TTi 'siii^ i fl afo 

hT-sctI mt Rish) hpcA m mm W mrmt ui*ifli, mmlm, femim. 7rf%z mfemift fensm mifm mt ?nff 4t mm *t" mR^<i 

^fef f^m i 

c>fk mmR 3 tMwt mt *m 36 mtm^mRi ( 12 ) skpj^t viRhi^' mT #1 ^ ^ 1^1 m^cft f 

1m "3 «ri ^ ^ mrFi- 7 ^ ^ -3 Tcf1?t ^rt RiPihIch ^ri "3^ %5m } (s'sn^-i ^ sIR ■HiHiil ^ I^rt^ 

mferr mrf^mH Imm mm t, fafaRw ^ ^f^en ^ ^ -qan^ ^ +i4mhh ^ cto wi *#1 ^ 
5 m. 3qf«tm^ 44 4” mR^lcr^ 500 ^ 10,000 mm mt ^ihh mn tt%ct 50 Im.m. ^ a^fam sfNr'sooo Im.m. 
mm ml ^rRimcm ^rnm f slk “t" mn 1 x 10 *, 2 * 10 * m 5 x 1 o*, ^ t, ^ mrcqm m 
ti 

[m RT. ^^Tn?-21 (107)/2006] 
am. fafammm fm^R 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3236. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “NSP-01” and with 
brand name “NATIONAL” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. National Scale, Shivaji 
Nagar, Savarkundla-364515, Gujarat and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/373; 



The said model is strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sale. ' 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and upto 
5000kg. with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value 
of 1*10\ 2*10 k or 5x10*, where k is a positive or negative whole nurjiber or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(107)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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[ m n—OTT 3(ii) ] W 19,2006/flrn 28, 1928 

21 2006 

W. 3TT. 3237, W&K ^FT, fflfo Hlfiffilft gRT ^<#3 (T^ Tpf 3n$) -flg^fe SRT ^TTCt tfel 

tt^ gnfjf^r^f) «fh:'^rpr^F«rfVf^m, 1976 (1976 *kt 60)Twwafr-qrcRmr(^fg^ff *rt st ^q fro f*m, 1987 
^ ^ 3 tj^ t sta w ^ Tft wd ) t ft? ^ arafa 3 Rfe?j w^ttt t^ti 3 ft Wft 

nRftqfM 3 ^ra^R toi t^tt; 

3^t:, ara, -^n tmR >**rt ( 3) afa m 36 ^r^-m (7) sfa (8) sro 

3m Trf^mf ^>T 31% ^ ^ "to fafats, W t 50-54, %27 25, WI? 121 004 (S fimmi ) "SKf fttfa 

R«TR W% 122, TJ^T 122,T^205,TO03,TO05, afal^X) ^31^7^71% 

ait*ra i fofl tim <m<« i (^*m) ^ vim ^r, faKi*> «fe ^ftto 

%, -^q^-, fa&%8« %66 2 ^ it, FT% 'gRT foPtEld t afa m ~3 ffrtt fevfft ' q ftq tfd 3m 

^ '3^T ^717$ "5RT %I mT $ (f^ T TT^^?T ‘qfS^T W W t) afa a^)^ 3H$ T^T ^1/13/05/976 

’HH^f^lCI f^TT W $, 3^1^ IRT^r-^ %1 3?k M^ifya 3J7tfl $1 




^rt TTfecT ~ $% ?r P r< f r fite %r arrerfor armif^r (%crsfq 3m) ^r ?wr t i fr# arf*mR swctt 

3feJT. <%71< 3000 tan. lm acffc n < 3500 ^ l«Wh*M $ 1 w3 M,«fi ti «i ftfe t I 3H4>T<I 230, 

50 ndliqal *7TTT 3T4IM ^ I 

Hrf&FT 1 % «fl ^fdR<td «r> v lc'^ J T ^ ^ <si)d3 ^ <)«6 r ^ ^ fd^ TlteR^ *ft f^TT 

^1T I 

[m 71 ^^^-21(261 )/2005] 

37R. TTT^r^q ( r^V I ^ , WT f^TH 
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New Delhi, the 21st July, 2006 

$0. 3237.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority along with the Model approval certificate issued by the Netherlands Meetinstituut (NMI), Netherlands, is 
satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions 
of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use 
and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of the non-automatic weighing 
instrument (table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and of series “HL122, L122, 
H205, H303, H305 & H400” with brand name “AVERY WEIGH-TRONIX” and manufactured by M/s Avery Weigh-Tronix, 
Foundary Lane, Smethwick, West Midlands, B66 2LP, United Kingdom and sold in India without any alteration or 
additions by M/s Avery India Limited, Plot No. 50-54, Sector 25, Ballabgarh-121 004 (Haryana) and which is assigned 
the approval mark IND/13/05/976; 





m 


The said model is an electronic and load cell based non-automatic weighing instrumant (Table Top type) with 
maximam capacity of 3kg. ^ Max ^ 3000 kg. for e £ lg. and n ^ 3500 divisions. It has a subtractive retained tare device. 
The instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

[F. No. WM-21 (261)/2005] 
R MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 


tt* 1 ' 




I 1 |mn- -ip. 11k 


I H 111 I* '#' !"■ 



[ mu —TO #ii)] 
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W^sniapra 19,2006/«m28,1928 


21^11$, 2006 

fr'tetfjfSEUflsu OfH ^ ^ anfUr ^f) to 3fr h i m hw 4» aifliPHw , 1976 (1976 ^>t 60) <rar to fa-m tops 
(■R fe^ff ffn fm, 1987 ^ <sn^Vf ^ 3IJ^i t 3^ M ^nWI t tPlnJK n*il 4 i ■*¥ *f| <J^ki hTsct 

*wi*far tou tb^tt sto lirf^R ■*¥ ■3*rg4to uro tobi TiNf; 

am:, aw, ^gta twi, tti 3?f^fJpm^ wa 36 ^>t -croror ( 7 ) 3?fc (8)grc3^ * r fo4f ^3pfoTOft^^ 
j& g fi pW Tg»T $4<fe q 3?l % 4 9ft‘ fm ter ^ Tfr#, ^ RW3, Wft, HSIO^ 5TO t%f^RT 

O’TWtWI^f II) ^11^ *RiCT^* foKlT ^ 3B 3 E 31RreiftM , flfcpT(tTOZRTO) ^*ftgR ^T, f5Fp£ 

TOTfiT^m , rftftmr , t 3?fc3^7^fti sn^- qtt^/09/06/i% '^H^rvici 

ft>*n w $, <*3 h1vi utofto ^tt# 3fa iroiftm f 1 



■d^Kl ^fe?! T^P ^ M«f>K *t>l ?jte ’SllWlRci 3R^fllftR| (^l?|ZP? Jl*tR) flicH ^ I ^W>i , 3Tf^<+>dH 

tm 300 m 3?fc -zgm pn 200 Ann. $ 1 wm wtih 3 r^m (t) tptto 10 ft.m 1 1 arotagm % 

tew TO rffcwm «1TOHRTO> mficf 3?r^^(rR TPTO $ I T5PTOT <JW4<+i &\m\z (T^l i ^) U^f tffTO hIvmih ‘3 T Rf$I<T ^TT 
t ! <m*><v\ 230 50 jRqwtf ^Kl fagfl 3RFT ^ ^Pf ^TT $ I 

^ ■gSrffam ^ ^ f^TO. mtorl’} i( Tt^ ^ yield's *ft f^TT 

^*n 3?k TtfSd "fopt ^ ^ T T? r ^T<l v 3'{Wl RPflft, '*T*IT«ftfI, fe^H, 5WUR, <6|44 >kI 3flfc TOf 

^ ^'v 3 f^T ^7n I 

3lk <H«bK >dHfisjfH<W ^ turn 36 ^ d4^Kl (12) ^TO3 P\tT ?lPw4f ^TS#T ^ ^ hVpmj $ ft* 
<3^(1 hTsct ^ ^H! u l- T m ^ 3RFftT «nfft i^Pinloi ?JR1 '3^ft f^TERT, fe^lVl ^ 3TJ?7R 3?lT "3^ft tllHifl ^ 

^fecT ffrfHffid I^IT WH t, rqRffid ^ ^ it 3?fc ^ cjfcH 1 

sofRm ^ ,, t M '*TH^fc^ ioo^5000 ct^t^ r wmmw mrn(vji) ioofRm^^ 7 ^ 37 f^r^ 44 ^” 
sooo ^ 50,000 <pp if worn *th 50 f^.m -& 3 rf^wr *sm 3 ?fc M | M uio^, 
2 x 10 ^^ 5 x 10 * ^ t, ^ «RR»mr m-^rnwr Tjjnf^ ^r ^ h 

[m "R -&FIW-2 1 ( 304 )/2005 ] 
zm fn^w, Wrar ^tr tern 
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New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3238.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of Model the of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Tabletop type) with digital indication of “PELT series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-11) and with brand 
name "TOSHIBA’' (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Pearl Electronics & Instruments 
Private Limited. 'Shree', Behind Priya Hotel, Opp. Sugar Factory, Sangali. Maharashtra and which is assigned the 
approval mark 1ND/09/06/196; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 300g. and minimum capacity of 200mg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOmg. h has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Liquid Cry stal Diode (LCD) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. The said model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle, etc or alteration of any other type before or after sales in India. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government -hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5000 for V value of Img. to 50mg. and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 of V value of IGOnig. or more and with *c' value of 1 * I0\ 2>< l() k or 
5xI(J\ k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved mode! has 
been manufactured. 


|F.No. WM-21 (304)/2005J 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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[ ^ft n —ws 3(ii)] to?tto : srm 19 , 2006/xm 28 ,1928 

M ftr#, 21 2006 

*>r. a*r. 3239»~^^ mm to, fafta Tnfarod ^ frqte ^ faro: to3 ^ toto^to mvr ^ ^ i . 

Htsy C’fH^t 7 "^ snsfrfr^) 3totrroHH«b srfaf^FR, 1976 (1976 to 60) trar^iz 

(^¥scff TOaTfR^T) 1987 ^ 3W7f ^ 37fF? t gflT w ^ T ftT PH ? % cTOR TOffr ^ 3refc t? *ft 3TO t#Sc? 
w gfcn TOtq t^tt 3fr RftftqM ^ < rr g ro 7fcn wr toi T£m; 

am;, ^ vm 36 ( 7 ) afa (8) gm tostTOT refr^^fowf 

TOfa v?s m fa 1 aft* frqr itegr ^ -qfK -tot^ m ftffa ww w^n 

0*rai«fcnT*iiin)(i^dra wm)^rfcs® to ■ 

9tis TO ii*l 1 dlf^HI* ^ (^1^ $*i«¥ ?<h4j hY^k^<j«ki hTsci *t>6i T P7T^) afa ^t/09/06/197 

fa*7T TV® i, a^H^H WH-TO W& afo UTOfar TOtf t; 



3TO *fcT T& fal TFFTCTO^te^T 3Treifa ^W^lPdd (^dOT 3ITOO cT^R ^<^11 I *7R?ft STfaTOm 
SRcTT 30 fa.m afa^KR 100 m t I wqPH TOR aRRlfl ( i ) TORH 5 m t 1|7tf^ STPtocJeRifaGro 
?Tfi , 5rf^TRT «l<sbd«iwah' 31% 37T&RJ5FT JP7FT $ I TOTCT drtr4=tf (^ ^ ^) TO?f cft^T mR u IIH TOtfTT i I 

MW 230 ^2, 50 TORTTOf TO! 3m TO^ TOT i I 

WfPtyf ^ ^ ^ v^ r fi ^r gq^ l^f ^ fa* *7#T 3 7N^ ^ fa* ^TT 

wn hTs<h ^ ^ ar«Ri t«r^t ^<+0 ■*r«n«hn t fis'^i^, ^t%e "si^hth, ^>i4^k 1 3nf^ triT ^ 

wr ^ Hitf tor ^tttjttt i 

VTO 36 ^t’3W(T (12) ^Rl KtT ¥lftkl4f ^T wfa\ ^ ^ ^ft t % 
<3<f<1 TTfecT «?> ?7ET ^ <nn4ci '37lt f^Pinlni ^[RT "3^ Rio&ia, f^Tf^ ^ 3I^3R 3^7 3^1 tTTR'il ^ 

^iTed Pht*iffid l®u^i M«n ^|<a<Hi ^ ^t 4®f>", "Rtyl^fcti 3^ «m44(ci^ ^TT^Ff <jM<?x 1j i pTO "Sit 100 

100^10,(XK)^^^^ 7 T c^ ^ WTFr3TcRe(^T) 3?k5m 7 n^^RT^"^ tt 'RR 
fcT^ 500 ^ 10,000 TFF •& ^3f 'RH WpH 50 %.m cFF3Tteim ^RTT ^ t sfa ,, ^° "RR 1x10*, 2x10* 

^ 5X10*, ^ t, *Fm*K •m tgnNr ^ f 1 


[TO 77. ^^T^-2l(304)/2005] 
3TR TTie^RT, R'^l^, t¥^5F ^TN f^TFf 
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New Deliu, the 21 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3239. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic (Tabletop 
type) weighing Instrument with digital indication of “PEL J” series of high accuracy’ (Accuracy class-III) and with 
brand name “TOSHIBA” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Pearl Electronics & 
Instruments Private Limited, ‘Shree’, Behind Priya Hotel, Opp. Sugar Factory, Sangali, Maharashtra.and which is assigned 
the approval mark END/09/06/197; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of 100g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. The said Model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle, etc. or alteration of any other type before or after sales in India. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for e' value of lOOmg. to 2g. or with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with e’ value of 1 * 10 k , 2* 10 k or 5*I0\ k 
being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by tbe same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the saki approved Model has been 
manufactured. 


[F.No. WM-21 (304)/2005j 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 




hFTII-T^ 3(ii)] 


i9,2006/?im28, 1928 


7175 


^ fae#, 21 2006 

far fate ^ i#m -Rfeer (^ ^ ^ 3n$fa ^f) mz ate *ira hh 4> srfafam?, 1976 (l976^160 )tfqrw3ftri?m^FR» 
(tffs#* ^T3FJJteff) faR, 1987^-g^^31^i3ftTW^^ ^ l ^ tl^?l T n^^^3^^tft^ifeH 
TT*TI*fal ^RP£ 75ShT sfrc faf*M RftfaRfa^f ^f Tfal U^R ^TffT T^tT; 

3Rf;, 3R,-5#^fa-?R^R,^Rf 3Tfafamrmt «RI36^t'3 T T-*im (7) 3?fc^tTKT (8) m m^T # W^1f mi mfrl^ 

l^T fate ^ m. fa 1 #’ firm ?tecT qfa, ?fr: ^ mte, -mtft, sro fat% 

mm*fai (mm^fai^rfnomfa'itfT^Tft' sfarep ^ 3 k*wiRh<i <tem <moj| ( M<m> i 4 -rent) mi 

farctewsmrmR * ♦ (far$ w$ ~ekf tfer wmtr -ft) afc fafa ^*ten ^t/09/06/i 98 

T R jffi m farm mm i, 3ppte? wm-^ -ajfa ate mtelra to) fti 

-i't6 WTsci H,4i fa^*n y=hK mi SR tfa 3TimfaT Rlfa*T aHqK^ift I 5 ^^ 3tfa«oo*i §TRc 1 i 500 faT.m. oflt 

wi 2 farm 1 1 wm^ rnwr srhm (ft) *7 mm 100 m ft i ^ 3 nfa??jm ^far ft famm m sfirem 

«T^ch<rHlf*^h Rlffa 3Tr^3?R 3WW ft I Timm v»f^fa, (T^T ft Tt) K?f tTfa* mR» 1R <*4*ffld «R?TT ft I 344^ 1 

230^, 50 mmqtff qRF fa^T WT m mfa ^TOT ft I 



rei fam fag fa ^‘Phci mfa ^ 3iP if fa3 m wg^f btokT fa faq *mfa fa facfa fa faqfa fa fag falcw^ fa farm ‘ 
^tt fa* fafe^r fa fasfrt ^ aT«^sn fa?fa -?im?rt, wfar, fa^r, Tfe ffrgfa gnfa ^ft ^ 

^fatr farm ^iji 1 

sfft -5^fa -?T^FK ^ 3rfl#FR *1RT 3 6 ^ WIKI (12 ) m K^T Tlfa^lf ^RT 3I#T ^ ^ ^ ^TT ^?ft t far 

-qfseT ^ SFpte ^ ^T W^T-^ ^ afarfa faPwfa l ^TO ^7t f&Sfa, fev Ul^l ^ 3T^FfR a^R wfat ^ f^m 
Hisd ^)T Iim» u i far^T 7 T4T e, fafafacT ^<adl ^ q^T ?7 ^far, ^ p 4TqrTT 3m ^FFfaTcH ^1 ciltm ■i4«6{.ui ^RT WT «IT 

5 tit. ■’ir 3tto ^ ttr ?fr faR 500 ^ 10,000 rrp TTf^m ^th TTfa?r 50 farm ^ 1000 farm Rim mt 

srfamrnr ^rnmf afR “^” m^r 1x10*, 2xio*m 5*10*,^$,^ mTTrnmm^rnrmm ^ntmm?;m^ tt h^ ti 

[mr. TT. ^^ttr-21(304)/2005] 
3 m. m^mr, fa^mr, fato mR fa?»H 
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New Delhi, the 21st July, 2006 

S.O. 3240.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model of the self-indicating, (Platform 
type) weighing instrument with digital indication of “PELT’ series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with 
brand name “TOSHIBA” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Pearl Electronics & 
Instruments Private Limited, ‘Shree’, Behind Priya Hotel, Opp. Sugar Factory, Sangali, Maharashtra and which is assigned 
the approval mark IND/09/06/I98; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 500kg. 
and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is IOOg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent 
subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing results. The instrument 
operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. The said model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle, etc or alteration of any other type before or after sales in India. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and up to 1000kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for V value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x io k , 2* 10 k or 5 * 10 k , 
‘k’ being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21 (304)/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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M ft?#, 21 2006 

TOT. 3TT. 3241.—'7ROTT 'OT, faftd MrfMOTft igKl Fit TJRJF tt4t£ RT fsraR ^ R7RT?[RF RRIMR Ft T RT t 
(^'^'n^ OTff^^)^3^OTMOTM^3Tfi#Pm, 1976 ( 1976^160) rT«TT'MR 3ftTMNMPTSF 
(Mfecff ^r 3T^rt^0 t*nm, 1987 ^ ^ t aftr ft mtf ttmf h t £ % tofr r 4W ?rt arefti ^ *ft i&r -qf^ 

RSTRfar TT^TT aftr faftR *t RRJOT T^T W1 RRFT T^RT; 

3RT;, 3TR, *U4>K, F^FT STfafaRR^ MR? 36 R?t FRRRT (7) ^FRRRT (8) £RTRRR ¥lfad4f ^T TPtW RRF ^ 
faRR fo^T^mi 83/16 3WP RcT, J MllfH^m, RF# OT#^t ^ RRT, ^t-411 029, HFRP? £RT fafRfifa MWR W*ftR 
(R*TRfaT *if. ||Q " RR Rt TFF-1001 " ^fl ^ 3TTO RfFR ST^RlfrR RRR: 7JRRT TOR 4M+<u| 

m <= 61<-\M fll?i H<fl*i) ^> hTsci OT flis "OT R1 H " Pi^hH M ^ hV^k^ -a«W Hisd «♦>?>{ *ni F) sftr 

f^F 3R^ RR Ft/09/2005/664 fcb^i RRT i?, JlHl u l-RR RlRt 3fft RR>lf?TR RRRt ^1 

RRR hTsci (Rt - ^ " 4 t R^ 3 n^>fF RT 5 t) RRS - ^ RRiR RT MR itcR 3 RRlftF ^t-cfRlfVici nlkm 4 M«=h< u i 1 ? l FRR>t 
3TfRRRTR STRR1 200 f^T.TIT. f 3fft '^HdH SRRTT 400 RIR. $ I R1MHH 3RTTO (1) 20 RTR. MI TWHF RTRT f*T. % tl 

WR R*F 3TT0q#RR 'gflRT $ f*U3R>l 7TR '9lfam MlftcT OT^RReTR RRIR t l RTOT FTRfe (R?T i Ft) T^f 

cftcR mRRTM TOTT t I 4M5RUI 230 R^e, 50 F^ RcRTRcff MTO f^cT 31FTM M7 qrr4 TOT t I 



Tajf&FT ^ ^ 3TfM^T RTft^ ^FTlf ^ f^r ^ fM ^ f^Tr %MT 

Tsmnn | 

3Tt7 TOhq RTTO~3RF 3Tf^m ^7t MR! 36^^MRT (12) Wn^ftTMFMhRTTOttf^ 

33R MTFR ^ 3T^RK'4 ^ ^ WT R3T ^ 3RRfq ^Rt ^RT TRt fOTcT, f^fTFT ^ 3T^HR 3ft7 ^Tt WTlft ^ f^RW 

st^hIIXt! ^T-sri PihWi IVmi T T z n %, faPifta ■^nat ^ Ft ■q^RtFi s^r «t)i4MM , i 4t qt^R <jM c h< u i Rt fW ^tt 
5 m MI 3Tf^F ^ “i"' RFf ^ 500 ^ 10,000 cRF ^ft ^ WR mm (T3R) TTf^T 50 ^F.m ^ 3Tf^RF sftr 5(H) 

f^.TJT. TRT ^ft 3TfMTOT TO ^ t 3^ “4 M RH UlO^, 2*10* MT 5x10*, ^HIrH<=6 MT *.uilrM+ ’^Tf^T mT^T ^ 

tl '''••• 

[•OT. R. F^RR-21 ( 65 )/2(K)5] 

3TR RT^qq, WT^ RR f?fRR 
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New Delhi, the 21st July, 2006 

S.O. 3241.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model of self-indicatng, non-automatic 
(Platform type-Milk Weighing Machine) weighing instrument with digital indication of “LPF 1001” series of medium 
accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with brand name “NISAN” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured 
by M/s. Nisan Electronics, 83/16, 1st Floor, Ganga Niwas, Near Gadawe Colony, Pune-411 029, Maharashtra and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/664; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 200kg. and minimum capacity of 400g. The verification scale interval (e) is 20g. or equivalent 
volume in ml. It has a tare device with 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
display indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power 
supply. It has a provision to convert kg to litre with the help of software. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and up to 500kg and with number of verification scale interval (n) 
in the range of'500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of I x 10 k , 2x 10 v or 5*10 k , k being the 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(65)/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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21 2006 

TO. 37T, 

% ^ro AM anffo ^raafrqrcTO ffi arfaftro, 1976 (1976 to 60)^ wafa tot tort 

CRtstfi TO 373*7^7) fTO, 1987‘^TO^'^37^5^$ 3?fc^TOT^TTTOR? tfacTTOTTCTOr37 ^A At TOTOScT 
TOIl*fa ^ TT^TT 3^7 faf*H hUR-^Ici hT A ^ WT TORT T^TT; 

377T:, 373, ^K*f>K, STfafaWTOt TOTT 36 ^ftTO-TOTl (7) sfk"SR-TOTI (8) "5T7I 3 RtT ¥lf«ro«itTO U^Vl TOT^ 

AM fa*R 83/16, '9m m, ‘HllPwrU, TO5$ WM At TOT, 3^-411029, *W<I «?'m fafHffid RTOT 3*TT*fa 

(wfmTOf hi) to^“ ^fr^-iooi” ^ gfaro 7i%n sKronfem TOasrorctere svto t v i ( ^teTOuf tot) 

*fr -Rf^r to far# w$ to tot ,l flraR M i afa fa£ TO^qfoi fag anf to 

Tt/09/2005/663 TN^Id faTO TOT %, 37^4 TTP-^51 TOTt 3^7 TOfafl $1 

to rtsr (^fa ^ ^f) Vfa 3 ^ ^r ^ -^r 3Trorft<f 3 tttoi#t<t C^zwf to) <faR 

TOTOT $ l STfaTOTO $R?TT 1000 fa.TFT. t 37*17 TOTTO 2 fa TOT $ I TTr^im HITOH 3TOTRT (t) 100 TOT i I 

g77^ TO^ 37T^qjciH ^fVl ^ Pn««hi TOT nRnfia «H'h(mi< , *i‘t> tTlfaf 371^*1^^ n^i®( ^ l >M»nh <5 oh4*h ^i4ts (TTR'f ^t) TO?t 
TTtTOT TOdT t I TO*T*1 230 ^2, 3lk 50 ^ U^Rcff TOT TO 37 3TFf TORT t I 



Wif&TO A> TJSJTOR 3> <hRiR<w TOt sbHi'iyl 3> fa<7 <a)d^ 7^ <ta-l 3? Rm, 77faTO3 *ft (TO Ml 'JiH^II I 

afk ■^^7 7TTTOT - 5«RT 37fVPiW %TRT 36 ^t^-tTlTT (12) ^HT "ST^rT Tli^RFTt ^TT iT4) J i 1s TR cr )I ^ 

%■ "3^f HT-sd ^ ^ f77 Wm ^ •sHci'Ici ^STlt hPinfai 'gKT "OTt Rl^td, 37^7R alR “3^ TOTTft 

^r 37317 ^ TTfsR to f*refa %qr ^ft *p&&\ A^, wvbn 3?R to4m!cr ^ ^ttor ^ 

51 ■R '3Tf^ 3TRR7 'A u i“ RH ^ fro; 500 ^ 10,000 cT^F ^ ^ WqiTO sfcRM (^) 50 %.m ^ 37fe 3^7 

5000 l^r.m cr> ^>t srfliTOm tot ^ f afk ,I ^ M -rh ixio^, 2x10^ ^t 5x10^, ^ t, # mhicr^ ■r ■rt 

[TO. ^T. ^^^-21 (65 )/2005 ] 
37R. TO^T^R, fd^TRT, TOT t^TR 
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New Delhi, the 21st July, 2006 

S.O. 3242.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of the self indicating, non¬ 
automatic the (Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of “HPF-1001” series of medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class-III) and with brand name “NISAN” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. 
Nisan Electronics, 83/16, 1st Floor, Ganga Niwas, Near Gadawe Colony, Pune-411 029, Maharashtra and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/2005/663; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare 
device with 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicate the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and up to 5000kg and with number of verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 xlO k , 2* 10 k or 5*10 k , k being the 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer with the sapie principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(65)/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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M 24 , 2006 

W. 3R. ^RTOPT^RRTt 

fe> ^3 fta# ^ T=rf% -qfe^T (iH ^^ anfftf ^Bl) ^ &fo R R R1? W> Slfa ft qR , 1976 (1976 TO 60) TT*ff RT2 3flfc RTR RFRT 
(Rfoftf TO ^ted ) Pm, 1987f 
-*m afo Wft 3 wjto 3rt w tostt #tt; 

3RT;, 3R, 4 ^ 9 fKTOT , ^KT <RfefrRH ^ RRI 36 ^ WIRT (7) 3^ (8) SRT W^l ¥lfofl«tfTO TOfr TO* ^ 

m.^^. w?r 222, ^at Rftm, to^O <*>T^+u, it.^. Tte, -te, ^ srt faf% w*m ^mrs^r 

( R^isfai III ) *«l> snW ^VarciT «& W < =ri c t> 4J^*i 3R*rai1clcl <r)<rl’i y«6R) hTScI TO, faRR& 

W5 TO TOT ‘ SlR^.'St.’t (W 1TOT> R?TO^'3TO RfecT RTO 7 Ffl t) 3?fc fTO* f**S 3TT$ ^ Tt/09/06/284 

q R ^ftia tor tmr t, w®i^ to$ 3rk yTOftw TO<ft ti 



RT5H faffa "fa TITOT TO RR ^ smflfRT 3K4h4lcM c^R <JM^<«I (3fe TOT) t I arfRTOPT 
TORTT 40 "27T afR ^-idH §RTcTT 100 fa». TIT. $ I •HrdJld TOTRH 3RTOcT (^) TO RH 5 fTO TIT. ^ 1 RTO 3TT^Mtjcri ^ 
lW*«M 7RT yRlVM «W»cHW<6 Rlftfl anr^l^FT TRIR $ I JWiM STOW (T^cT ^ ‘St) TO?f 7#^ 4ft°UH 3Mf$5Nfl TOC3T 

f I TTO>I 230 ^?e 3?fc 50 TRTOTCff Wt faf£T TO RT TO* W t I 

Mifrw ^ ^ *&iT+<i ^ affafUd 4 'q a»i»[ o^gRf ^ feiq R?ffo ^ ^ tM ^ ^ 4T)d^^ *ft f^ir 

WRRT aft^ ♦iT’Scn ^"i ^i*iifl *i«ii*lai, fe'*u§'i, +if®h£ ^RTTITR, ^>i4*t>iTl T+(<SiW 3ul\ <+T| 5ficiT ^ WTO ^ ^tR^nSd id I*+»^ll 

WRRT I 

a?R 4H<6K ^RT «ffl RRT 36 ^t ‘3R-«IRT (12) ^RI SKtT VlRW^T ^FT ^'RF y)*l w fl ^Rcft t 

fd> -ddd Mi^<ri ^ ^ ^o^td f®if*tHlcn ^ki a^n) tW5^T, ft'^ir^’i ^ 3^ TTfl TTIRTlt ^ 

arptf^T **#5H «ft PimWi f^rqr ^ptt %, Wrf% 'rot ^rti ^ ^ 8t ^ter, ‘ ? r«TrMcn sftr «M4m<rH ^ wrt'tt Ht fW ^ 
5 %. m 3?f^^^" RH^fc7l7 500 10,000 W ^ft ^5T ^ Wc?m RRf (T^) STcRTrf TTf^T 5 71^ 3Tf^T 3^ 

lOO^TT^^STfi^RR “f' RH IxlO 1 *, 2*10* ^ 5><10^ ^ ^4lcH<6 ^ 7feU|TRW> ^ 

^ ti 

[TO "R ^j;T?T-21(73)/2006] 
3TR RFT t^TH 


2415 GI/06—3 
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New Delhi, the 24tli July, 2006 

S.O. 3243. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Weighbridge ripe) with digital indication of medium accuracy- (Accuracy class-111) of series ‘K.WS’' and 
with brand name "RKD” (hereinafter referred to as tlrc said model), manufactured by M/s. R.K..D. Weighing Systems, 
No. 222. Ilnd Floor, Kavcri Complex. P.L. Shanna Road. Meerut. Uttar Pradesh and which is assigned the approval mark 
lND/09/t 16/284; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Weighbridge 
type) with a maximum capacity of 40 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. 
It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the 
weighing results. The instrument operates on 23Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up 
to 100 tonne with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for c' value of 5 kg. or more and with 
e’ value of 1 x 10 k , 2* 10 k or 5*10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by 
the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the 
said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(73)/2006| 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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C^IFTII—3(ii)] : SPIRT 19,2006/9im28,1928 

^ P\drfl, 24 2006 

if !#TcT #fe*T (^ it *T$ an^T-^f) ^TS afa SffaPm, 1976 (1976 ^»7 60) 1TOT HZ afo WT RFR? 

(•qfS^f ^7 3T^t^l) fm, 1987 ^'3^f^3T^rt afa*R«nc!^t TI^HI 11^ 31^ ^ ^ ift ^ TflSH 

TWigfrr ^rr afo faftre HRftqfNf if ^ im ^rr #rr; 

3m: 3re^^RT^,^3Tfaf^^qro36^t^-**Rl (7) afa (8)5TO3TCtf Writ ^ 3lit»T *FtO 
■*Jjft #17, <*l^l4 ^©^Sc^cl <|^cil Os, O'SlHId < ^>*^I<JS, C1lfo*H <MS 4i H)^, til'll 

c^), ^-400072, ^ Wl fol*M ^ (x), WfaT'apf (*TFTx=lt) ^t “4 it T^T^^^-30“ ^fSTcTT #t 
izRiftm MOeft* t*Ff$r(i Ark) ^ifecT ^rws *et ^pt 

rfts® aikf^i 3131#^ ami tr it/09/2006/350 w£ftr?r f^qT tht t, ^hKh w-^ ^ntt sto mftra 

^ftt i 

W trfe^T t^f^T M TO1 PTCi?T 3Traift5T sHW l fad 04t*UR4> KfcPl 4WU| (i terc) 11 
3rftRRw am 30 %.m 11 jtt\ aqftmmR wi?&20 ter 3rf?i fro fimfr te, is, itftmr a^m, arm * 
3 pt trh snfi *prt imt ttcst ^ 53# ■sst *rci f^ir w ^1 trjrt ’STite (^. i. it.) u^rf 

<*<cll i I 230 it^S, 50 ^?f yc^dT «IRF TRPT IT °Bl4 4><<1I ^ 1 

fcdlfc PT t&Z ^t 35P R ^ R#3 -apt ygyt mqgpT ^ f^ R?ffr ^Et #gfi i T^F?i ^ tc^ *fl<rH*4 it 

■Ml WIT 3?lT iferT *Ft ’3TR>t fastf i ^ ”# ^T^ft TTRlft Wfel, fe^f, Tlfe, ^FRPT, cT^TT ^4 PH^I^H 

I^TSrfcT 3Ttf^ =fit TRff =fft 1 R nRqRn 'JiiH.'H I 



zfc arfafa^m ^rt mrr 36 ^ft (12) ^ra 3^ vitoi ^r TiiW W ^tr -*& irm ^ft t 

l^r ^m 'Htoci ^ <h$h)w ^ ^ 3rm-^ ^ 4difl ^rft ^kt <Rft ftrcsm, ^ 37gmr a^ ^wt wrat 

<&R TTfeR «FT PihIwi t^RHiFn Pi fid ^ ^qr«t?TT 3ftr ^r^TcTH ^ clteR "SM4>T®1 it #t 

^t 200 um ^ 30 fa. m TR) ^ft WT4I^ t 1 

[m U ^^TTR-21(74)/2006] 
3TH. Tng(^W, RR fern 
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New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. 3244 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of Automatic Gravimetric Filling 
Instrument (Weigh filler) belonging to accuracy class, Ref (x), where x = 1 of ‘EPS-WF-30’ series with brand name 
“EURO PACK” (herein referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Euro Packaging Systems, #17, Acharya 
Industrial Estate, Andheri Kurla Road, Tejpal Compound, Behind Latliia Rubber Co., Saka Naka, Andheri (E), 
Mumbai-400 072, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/350; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based Automatic Gravimetric Filling Instrument (Weigh filler). 
Its maximum capacity is 30 kg. Its maximum fill rate is 20 fills per minute. The machine is designed for filling the free 
flowing liquids products like oils, fruits juices, pesticides, paste, paints, mobile oil, engine oil etc. The Light Emitting 
Diode (LED) indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power 
supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done it- prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices, and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 



Further, in exercise of the power conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. (he Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with capacity in the range of 200 g to 30 kg 
manufactured by the manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with 
which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(74)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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: 3 pm 19,2006/wr 28,1928 
fotfosft, 24^, 2006 

TKT. 3W. 3245.-fo?fa RTC3n* 43, ftlfar SKI *3$ ft# fo W T 4TCft ^ 3WT3R 3t TO t 

1976 (1976 43 60) : m * re <* fa to TO3r 
C*toif ^T3T5^) fore, 1987 3qfoft ^ i 3fr jw to 4ft wrow ♦ fo aman ii4to wftwwffr^N hwg w f s^i 
mrfm «rp^ t^tt afo fifftFf ijftftqfoif ^ 3?g33 fott m* *m xfor; 

am* 3 R ifrfrf toik, 333 wfaforo 3ft to 36 4ft 3 nro (7) ^R'wm ( 8 ) m OTTrt^rtwihrtn 4 *ft -gn 

fojtf foirfon fofZ*W, 17, 3»)4Pj T^2, 3t*$ ^5# xte, ^HlcJ <F«fI34, <rflfc'3I T44 4»*4 i #7frTft# f 3T3JJ, 

(^),- 55 ^- 400072 , 4*ro? to ftforTM (x),TO*fen4»f (wpx=ii)^ 
fteftfteR* foWi 334*4 (4fe^foft3> swu) ^wftm 43 ffor^TO 4 h-to M -qftfor ,, /f (foftjfof $«3> 

4»*TTOt) 3^1^ aqf^t^ 3^1^^09/2006^51 HCTf"n*n%, a#iPRftw^ftti 

333 wfro to fop3 foi tor 4* hr for asfoifo srcaRrftw ^Wefar fof*pr 343*4 (wfc^fofor tor)$i 
I* 4ft «ro 30 sfta mm wnft t 333 ft siforro <1# 4* 60 ter fore ti *rcfta 4ft^£ toM^; fo, 

WHgtifr fol; TOl, ^j&, 4fte3l*ft, foe, fo, wHfol 31*34, tftR TO4 W 3T=*r 7RST 4TOf 3^foft^3 «4lfl <U*rl 4ft 
’RftfolfoTOH foirwt SM»Kl *1# (TO^ - ^*) TOf33#W 4*31$ 1 <W«i*4 230 #3, 50 3^3W3WRil 4R1 

fog?i im 41 434 mm t» 



4TTO 3^4*34 4ft 333ft ftraft ft 3W4T 414 ^ 3373ft TO# wfiff, fofflTT, wfe, WI4HW TO 4>tf fo4TO ftRKW 

anfo3ft Twf 4ftfo 4ft4forfotfow to?tt i 



afr # 3 ft 4 3 TOR 33 4 3Tfo^ 3fti33 36 4ft3^<in0(12)^3r^yrf^^lfo3^^3y ^^ < R ^ tfo 
333 M*54 # 31*JMl4H # |3 TO4 34 ^afoftf 3# ftlfoff?H "STO 3^ft ft^Cftr, ^ <M j3K afo 3?ft 3Wlfl ft foKW} 333 
31 i*(lfa -qfefr ^ fofor fo3T W3T i, fo ^3 3^ft ^3rcn ^ i\ fop, '3^3? 3fo 3 > l fotgH 3 ^ 3 i< Pl ift 3fft ^ 

100 focft. 3 30 #3*/33> 8IR3T Wlfl.# 1 

[33. Rt 33r^35-2l(74)/2006] 

3TK. wrgi^w, t^rfow, fo^rwrrfoiR 
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New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. 3245 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of Model of Automatic Gravimetric Filling 
Instrument (Volumetric type) belonging to accuracy class, Ref(x), where x=l of ‘EPS-VF’ series with brand name ‘"EURO 
PACK” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Euro Packaging Systems, #17, Achaiya 
Industrial Estate, Andheri Kurla Road, Tejpal Compound, Behind Lathia Rubber Co., Saka Naka, Andheri (E), Mumbai- 
400 072, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/351; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based Automatic Gravimetric Filling Instrument (Volumetric 
type). Its maximum capacity is 30 litre or equivalent weight. Its maximum fill rate is 60 fills per minute. The machine is 
designed for filling the free flowing liquids products like milk, edible oil, ghee, vanaspathi oil, fruits, juices, pesticides, 
paste, paints, mobile pil, engine oil etc. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing results. The instrument 
operates on 230Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc before or after sale. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with capacity in the range of 100ml to 301itre 
or equivalent weight manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with 
the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21 (74)/2006] 
R MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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W ^RT WTC : wm 19,2006/*m 28, 1928 
f^4t, 27 2006 

^>T. OT. 3246. —^F5T, faffccT Hlft^>l<t '5FCT "34 ft44 ^ f^R *7574 4 ^Tf T7PTOPT 4t ^ 4 
faTOlWli4‘^fe4f55T (44 4 *4 3TT^rf^T ^4) sfa ■RNTTPR? 37faf4T*7, 1976 (1976 ^1 60) 

(4UeiT ort ^hVh) 4m, 1987 4 - 3 T 744f4 3737^7 $ *>t4«7mr tfa? <$piwr ^ arafa -4 41 4fe?f 

■qjin^i sP^ T*#nr ^ftr fafMn hURmIoh) 4 4^t trr ^n Tfcni; 

3RT:, 37^, e6'^ ^ anfaPm «ira 36 ^t'3Tr-«im (7) sfa (8) wi tot Tif^nrf *>r 3PTtn■p; 

4tt 4 f?rai4t *m, w^o^n-364515,!?Rm (wferr ^f hi) *i4 41-02' 

spg^IT^ 373^7 TJ^7 TTfrcf, 37T3^lfcflI 4l?R'3R3FP»I (t^RRTWR) ^ 4fecT ^FT UTS ^>1 "RPf "^PTCT’Vf (144^^4 
4fS?T^R?T wt)4f44 arjjfcpT371$T?7T41/09/06/372 tonWI t, 3fj*i)5R 

37k N«t>jf*K5 =h<n) ‘t'l 



hT^cI 9«t> fa^fct *m y^K 3RI *TR 4cl STTSfiftHT 377^Tfc7tT (^ef ZP7 TO ^RT) cffcPT 4 I 5^«t>l 

37fo^aR^3ofen. tsTk-^ros^ i nmn (i) ^fhtr 5 m 1i t*r srntanm "gRra 

t f4*RRT W/STfiRPT *m?F7W<=R Mlfef 3TTtfac|?PT TO 11 3PRm ^4^ (T^T i 41) TTC?f citm #TR '^q^flRI 

^TT t I -&FFVJ] 230 41e£ sfft 50 *^4 SMMdf m fasjcT W ^ 4t?!T t I 

/ Tgrffrl 4) 41 ^ifHR^d *7#? 41 *13314 4 4 4 f^ 41?H^ 4 f4qi Wtpn 

4ft 4fecT 41 fasp) 4 ^4 3TT41 *rmt W%T, t^STTfT, ^ffe WI fWpT f^TSRT 3Trf^ ^Rt TTtff ^ 

HR^fa/^RcfT^r I^ptt 'jii^mi i 

37|T 3«w 37ftlf5ppT cRt 36 ^Rt^-qTO (12) 'SRrJl^tT s;lRta4 ^FTt ^ > 4 l l u ll "t 

f^ <i«w nT-scrl ^ ^ yHiuiH^ ^ 3ppfcT <3^fl Iq^fnlrti ^Ki 341 Riaici, fe'»ii§’i "4> 3i a|R ■34) ^ihvH 4 I4ff4 

■3=RT 3T^4)1^T hT'Sci °Ft PtHl u i f«t>Ml T P7T fqRiPiti 341 ^<adl "^4 414=R, ^-TT^cTl 3 t 4 eRI^MicH 4> cflcrl-l 34«h<«i 41 6^ 41 
100 f4. Til 4 2 TJR cT^ “-| H ^TR 4“ Icpr 100 4 10,000 ^^^14' WWH fWi 3pfWf C^) 3^4 5 TJPT m 3*?4 afrftpR 

■4 , i , TTR^f^;5oo4 10,000 <pr 414si4' ^trtt%ct so^f.tit. iraR41 344^7 wi^i4f^ixio^, 
2 X 10 * -qi 5 X 10* ^ % 41 ^ T^T 4~ tl 

[m 4. ^^T337-21( l07)/2006] 
37R t7T^«P7, rH^T-+, fate 'PP7 ta 
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New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3246.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-Automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class III) of series “N ST-02” and 
with brand name “NATIONAL” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. National Scale, 
Shivaji Nagar, Savarkundla-364515, Gujarat and which is assigned the approval marie IND/09/2006/372; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done t6 prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc, before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg to 2g and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and withV value of 1 * 10*, 2* 10 k or 5* 10 k , where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(107)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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28 ^!$, 2006 

TSBT, 3Hi 32A71 -»3iNN -WRSR'^fJ, "gRT ^ TTRpT ^R f^R ‘^RTWH ^ ^ 

f«f» 3W ftMli # MTIG (’if ^Sf) Wafti HR "HTH^b arfMRimr, 1976 ( 1976 ^F>T 60) g«ff “*13 afa^TR TRR> 

(T#S# ^T 3?g»^ fam* t a^ W^ ^lTWfT i^T WTRnt rtr a**fa 4 # w ^ 


3R:, 3RT, TK%ll>9RJ 36 ^t^-*JKT (7) 3for3R-t?Rr (8) £RT MW *FTTRfrl 

-fa# nwwr. ^m, m$& 35 , *s*IUih toS, affair, usr 110059 srj fcWa 

Cqm tfen ^ n) ^ <rfm> ^-after, a rer mPgR 7ftm <omm (^otm) 4-RfeR^r 

f&Ul*A "ST3 <M HW situ/ ’ 4(fa4lR4w4 HTsn W 7 ! 1 !! 3?R 3?3»to XR ^t/09/05/522 

twrmr ^ afa mfim mtfth 



-rTsr n% *)* y4.K^T rr^r ajmrftcr a^^ i fo a m rare) cftm m» ) t •# arerer 

4 Rrm 1 sft&m wm 22 tait t afo-*jjw qcm 100 m % 1 ito ito 

srrir (i) 2 m f i firif-^ ffi< r t Ptw»i ~m nffare ^^ 6 Hiw <6 qrfiff amfageR wm i 1 im*iswfa 

^rcte(RRf^) wrft ^Rffw RRR-fc 1 ^T«b<«i 230 Rtee ark 50 wmft rrt faqa w m wm % 1 

Mf^r^^gsw 4 aiftRw r#t ^ ^ sq ggKT ^ fcrq 7gfc44 ^ 

aft? ifWK’^RF atfWRlVH RRT 36 aR-RRI (12) gRT W<T Ylfafl4RSHRlte ^"Rf ^taPII "RRcft t 

% ^rt 'hTsr 4 aFj»rt*H«i> w®T-' , T5r ^ aw*fa mft faftafar ^rt Ri^m, f^n^r ^ st^rr afk 3^t ^M*it ^ 
ir^rT hTSci "RR Pi*i?«i r l*ft't RiPiRi<i ”3^t^ ^ap, ^^l*4cfl afk c t»r j f'Hicn*i ^ cilcfl 3H«fcl. D l 

1 #T. m ■£ 50 “i " RR ^ ^ 100 ^ 5,000 <RF ^ tsr R'^W 3RRET (T(^) afR 100 ^TITR *RT 3Tf«Rr ‘f 

RR ^ 500 ^ 50,000 W ^JT^f WR RR 3RRTR 50 %.m <R» ^ arftRRR SRRT ^ t alk “^’ , RR 

1 xlO *, 2 *10 *TQ 5 x 10 % , t,'Sfl RRRRTR ^IRR? '*3?lfa? ”RT T^T ^ f\ 

[m 7i ^^T^-21(88)/2005] 
am R^am, f^VT^, I^Rrt rr f^rn 
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New Delhi, the 28th July, 2006 

S.O. 3247.—Whereas the Central (jovemment, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-Automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High accuracy (Accuracy class II) of series “ATPT” 
and with brand name “DOLLAR” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Advanced 
Technological Products, RZ-35, Kushiram Park, Qm Vihar, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-110059 and which is assigned the 
approval marie IND/09/2005/522; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
woiking on principle of load cell with digital indication of maximum capacity' of 22 kg and minimum capacity of 100 g. 
The verification scale interval (e) is 2 g. It has a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The 
Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 volts and 50 Hertz 
alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing is done to prevent the opening machine for fraudulent 
practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity' upto 50 kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5,000 for V value of lmg to 50mg and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x ]0 k , 2* 10 k or 5* 10 k , k 
being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(88)/2005J 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^f^#,28^Tl^, 2006 

W. 31T. 3248.-4>*<(to *K+R *>T, fafecT 3nf*Kf>rft SB ^ 3TCfcT ffate t^R ^ MSMV^^F^TRTOH 

t ^ a n ^f cT ^ f ) BZ afa^R RH3F ar fafrUM , 1976 (1976 ^T 60) <T*T BZ afa "RN RFB7 
( HlSdT *)T ^H^H) fa*R, 1987 ^ ^ W *B *fal*HI $ % dMMR 3Rfa 3^fa Tf Z^T hT®ci 

'«Wl*ftll T^TT afa fa fad MUtwld4f 3 3KB ^BT T^IT; 

3jtft, 3*, w<bf(, <s*KI 3flfaf»PW^>t *RT 36 c t>) <JH—HKI (7) A cT9— *RT ( 8 ) SKI 3KB Vlfarl^ff ^5T 3I*fa t +><cl 

T5B«(H€ >ita<K, 3IR ^5-35, 4^iUlH '9K?, 3lfa fa^K, ZB*T Z*R, fa<r*i)-l 10059 SHF fafaPfa 

W*fal (W*fal*rf III) B^‘^^^-^ ,s jSBT^3KfK7^T^f??T, dl^Mlfrld V5W«I O^Z'9»fa 3B>K) 
^if^RT^^fe^TBFT * , 'STB^ , ‘t 3?fc fafa 3TT^ T^T ^t/09/05/523 

fa>*r *1*1 ■£, znjRfaz wi-^ ^rfa 3ifc u«t>i(Vm BBt ti 

'3*RT mTsci T?^» fa$?1 3K>TC *1R ZUqifaj 3R*^rf^RT (t*B T PT*I 3K5R) titan 3KK» ^ 

wn m ^ fasfa n t i ^Kfft ajfamtro tsm 1000 farm. <3ti ^zbt spbt 2 fa>.m t i wr toh 

3RRIB (3) 100 m t I ^f TKf» 3 RI ^4^H ^fatl t faTCRJT TItT 3jfa?TtT M<W»gHW» ' *lftcT SIldqgSR 3TZB t I W¥T 
drH4«6 4I4U (TJ^.'St.) 3K?f cftcR ^fl u IIH <JH<tf$ld BBT $ I Z3R>B1 230 afa 50 ¥^3f SPWWtff *RI fa^cT 3KK ^JT*f 
35BT $1 



^<yffa J i ^ *js^f*»>’i ^a\ 3ifaffati H'fU’i fai^ tatai^ ^ ^ ^ fafm ^i^'iil 

^^fa'W^TTW?! 3lfafaqi?^t *RI 36 (12) SKI 3KB ¥1 wfa] ^ ^i ^ wt t 

fa> ^ 31^*ils , 1 ^ yHl u l~M^ ^ ■ST^pfa >4til fafaqfar &KI fotfilG, 3Tf3R 3^ "3^Tt •tHHiTl ^ faRT^ 

<5<W SppTtfacT *lT4<n fairfm fajm J Nl ^ fafaffRT ^ ^ ^F, 'm4mic 1'1 ^ aldG <s4«»>< u l *ft ^ 

ioo fa. m M 3”*rR^fanT50o310,000 cKr^t«Bim w\ stim (tb) 50 faf.Tn*^ arfaw 

slk 5,000 fa».m ?T3F^37fa^BT *JT?rrB^t 3k 44 ^ M ilB 1 *10*, 2 *10 % B5 x 10*,^f, ^ «RR*ffi 'B WIW* tJOINt 
*1 ^ ^T*gBT it 


[m U ^^1^-21 (88)72005] 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 19,2006/SRAVANA 28. 1928 [Part II— Sec . 3(ii)] 

New Delhi, the 28th July, 2006 

S.O. 3248.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (sec (lie figure given below] is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models] Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions: 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-Automatic 
neighing instrument (Plat form type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (accuracy class 111) of series "ATPP" 
and with brand name ‘ DOLLAR’' (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Advanced 
Technological Products. RZ-35, KushiramPark, Om Vihar, Ultam Nagar, New Delhi-110059, and which is assigned die 
approval mark I ND/09/2005/52.3; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Plateform type) 
working on principle of load cell with digital indication of maximum capacity of 1000 leg. and minimum capacity of 2 kg. 
The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtretive retained tare effect. The 
Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 volts and 50 Hertz 
alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing is done to prevent the opening of the machine for fraudulent 
pracnccs. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, (he Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. upto 5000 kg. and with number 
of verification scale interv al (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for e' value of 100 nig or more with ‘e’ value of 1 * lOL 
2 x | o k or 5 x Kty k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(88)/2005J 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM. Director of Legaf Metrology 
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28^cTT^, 2006 

«ET. 3TT. 3249.—^ *K=bH ^>1, fwfiid TTlfa^mt ^RI 'SR^cT mi^NR "SR# 4V^lc^ ^TWTRH 7 FH t 
f^F3^tT RmI^ "4' orf^RT nTstrl (3^^ ^ 3 h^>Ri ^<sl) <4(d 3^k hN hi*14j arf^PH^H,, 1976 ( 1976 ^>T 60) IT 8 *! ^12 afa hIM HH=b 
(His^tl "3FT 1987 '49°(^t =l> 3T^r9 1? 2flk°Hd V'hi c Hi ^ f=F <rl*fTtlT< 99l J t k '4t 3^Fcf 

■qs-^rTT «HTR T^TT afft fgf^FT qRR^lM' kf 39 T^TT 3I^H ^TT TfvHT; 

3TcT:, 3R, dh'iCN *H«6 k, ^ddarfaPi^H =Ft ^TRT 36 =Ft Tn-qR! (7) arklfR-^IRT (8) &KI VKort Tft^RTlf ^>T 99Ml °6t^ 
t^TR =MlfclHl R^fiRT fRHM 3. 22 Tr, R^R’^^fa £l3Rl J l *Ull9di, RRRfTte, ^-411009W<I^1!RT RlWd R^Rt 
TRF >p3cTf ^ T ^lPcTd W?1 PbldM) RR RTIRTR t (1^ 

3«W nT-s^rl <4>£i *191 l|) afkfsR^ 31 T^*T"^rt/09/2006/50 RfcHi aTJRkR RRM-RR ^1<I afft 

94> l R l d Wt t I 


4i .: '■< 

-1 

#< * 

1 ■ :«v 



,±.'iy "|jt- & :5.’ j& 

;| 

1 ^ ^ 

' 6 #-4'& &■» 

> «. •• ••••. 

, ■*.' -jfe *♦ 'ik 4- . 

,. . -; W,#%S ' 

1 » ^ * 

■•; ■■%"§( -^Ms ! 

: |;- » 

' ;#*»«&''■ ' 

'*•«? . ^ •; 


' - ^ %' 7 

v ' • .P 

■# 4 . 

>4 




^TRfeeT ^IfRW^lRld Rl(£4> foRfO (3I?R‘iRTSTtf^tRmR) ^Wlll ^73>t ^rf^FcRT ^PRRTT1000 
m RT 'RT5TT sfft ^JRcR 2 TIT. <SW %I UH<Jr9 RTRTRftfRTC t I 'SMI9H RIMRH 3 T*tRW 2TJT.*£t^ 

Rl^Kd 30-50 Rr»w "9% Rnei? I <J9<t>i w i 3ft 2.5 4*410, afR 50 IT^lf yc^Mdl *1RT Rt^fl 3RRT RT RTP|.<Mai i? I 5^1 3H<ll 4 [ 
^?' 3 I 9^1? tf«rl m«r 4 4R^f afR oiPi'sf §rHi(\ "% tofiRl ^Vni I 

.-7 <‘ 

31k ^*4)9 «<«dk 3«W 3tRiRfTR =Ft ^IRT 36 =Ft 3R-^1R1 (12) "SRT U^ctT ^fi(«rci*A yqVi "*fi? "t - 

% 33?f mTscI ^ ^ ^ 3#rf?r "3# (4 PihIc 1I ^RT _ 3Rt fell'd, 3f^RK v 3^ TRTt 'HIHllI ^ t^RT^ 

31^^?T RfScf fafaftd f%RT 'HR! t RlPlRid ~3#t ^ ^ ^t, ^ ^WRfelT 3?k 4 > i 4mWH ^ Rr°T R7fr? *ft #t ^f 

2 m ^ looo m 3T*rar ■pfiRi , i ^ tttRrt 

[RiT. m ■S5rl'^T-2l(337)/2005] 
3m. Rigr^tlH, RN 
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New Delhi, the 28th July, 2006 

S.O. 3249. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (See the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) 
and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain 
its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate sen-ice under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby publishes the certificate of approval of the model of automatic gravimetric filling 
instrument (time based gravity filler) of series “QPS-GF’ with brand name “VERO-PACQ” (herein referred to as the said 
model), manufactured by M7s. Quality Packaging Systems, No. 22 A, Padmadarsan Housing Society, Pune—Satara 
Road, Pune-411009, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2006/50; 



The said model is a time based automatic gravimetric filling instrument (time based gravity fille). Its maximum 
capacity of 1000 g. or equivalent volume and minimum capacity is 2g. or equivalent volume. Its output is 30-50 fills per 
minute. It operates on three phase 2.5 KVA and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. It is used for filling free 
flowing liquid such as blue, milk, butter milk, arrack, mineral water etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of the same series with capacity ranging between 2 g. to 1000 g. or 
equivalent volume manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the 
same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (3 37)/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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Rf 28 i, 2006 

<ffT. 3TT. 3250.-^RfaRR£RRn, Rlfa^ ^ ^ RT 

^RT fvtit^ Rf% tfef (R^RtR^ 31T^^) RT£ 3fft RTR RFR£ #1^, 1976 (1976 '&\ 60) R«1T RT£ 3?k RTR RTRR> 
(Tff^ff R7[ ^hKM ) fRRR, 1987 ^ RRaftf ^ 3TRFR$ 3Tft -?R RT?T Rit t dOTtfl* Tftftn Rft STRftf Rf *ft ^ RT3?T 

r p -tr4ctt rrtr tt#rt 3fhc "M^ft RftfprfRRf Rf <sh^«w iter wr rrrt t^rt; 

3RT:, 3TR, *k«hK, <j^w 3rfVPiMM R?t RRT 36 R*t 3RRRJ (7) 3lfa "3RRRI (8) SKI R^rtl mmVi *fc<d 

"^R, *ii?9r>l Rc^WtfeRT, R7§Rl 4, Pl^l 9,^^ dKIM u l e t>iW^^O Ri MIM*}, ^R Wll, ’1 < $, l l^<, 3TFRR1RTR-380009, 

TpRTfi gKI fafafUd H W -RH RRTsfaTRrf (RRTMtTTR^ 111) *"QTR tJ^T’ *JWTT R> 3TR7RT'IjRR TTtRR, '3TRRRTfRcT dlcrM T'FTFT 

( ^ddH TPBR) ^Rfe^T^TtfaR^ WSRHRTR ‘‘Rl^’ r t (t^^‘WFTT t) 3TR ^R 3TRR^R 
faf 37T^ RR 1^/09/06/283 MM^feici faRT FIT $, STRRtRR RRTR-RR wft 3^( RRiTfTTR RRcft $1 

i5R?f hTsci RR? fq<$ci *faf y«t>K RH RR iffi 3TlRTft?T STRR^lfcrRT dtc-H oRRji^RT (<Wci ZTR RRiR) 1? I fRRft 3TfM<*><iH 
^(Hcil 20 f^.RT. ^ "^JRR fyHfll 40 RT. ^ I Mcmihm RTRRTR STRRTcT (^) RR MM 2 RL 1? I STl^M^cM ^Rw ^ f^TRRR 

TTcT R%YRT °^*crH l rH* Rife SR^cR RRTR i I TO7T SUfe (RrT i T£\f wtf rftm RfRRTR 3M4$ld W t I 

3M=M'J| 230 RTr3 3^ 50 3FTmf *1RT f^JcT TO RT RR*f R1RTT t t 



U ■'& 

tcipH'i ^ *J£kM ^ o(1clR«Kl M*ild R^ RjRc^I oRR^Rf ^ fcTq; Wlel 1 ^ ^ Tl^ ^%Cr jftd«K ^ %RT ^IHM I 
RTScT ^ MiM'il, R«TRfWT, fS^TnpT, Rf%e ^TTO, ^ffn %SRT 3Rf^ ^ TOT ^f ^ RR'<5RfM R tRTRT ^fT I 

3Tft, RRFR, RRcf 3rfl#PRT Rit «RR 36 R»t RR-^RT (12) "gRT Wrf Vli^RfR)* R713T#T RR^ ‘gR, Rtw RRcft 
t % 3RR RfScT ^ ^ W RRFRR ^ 3RRfcT ^ f^lfHHfdl ^RT "3Rt feRT, fe^TfR ^ 3^RR 3^ *3Rt RTRRt ^ f^RTR 

3=M1 3T5RliRcT rTScT Rf>T IrrW iRTRT RRT "t IqPifMd “3Rt ^<2Kr1l ^RT, RRT«f?n 3^C RJFfalcFT ^ R^R i3RRi Rn Rt FRt Rjit 

100 fR. m ^ 2 RTR ^ “f RH ^ fRR 100 3 10,000 RRT R?t WWR R1WR 3RRRT (RR) afft 5 RTR RT ^RR 
3Tf%rar^ RFT felR 500 ^ 10000 cR^ ^ ■HrMlHM MIHMM 3JRRRT (RR) Rf?R 50 l^dluiM R«P °FT 3Tfi|4>dH ^FRTT 
RT^t 3^k , ^ ,, RR 1 xio *, 2 *10 *RT 5 xio*, VH I cM^ RT R? ,u || rH^ RR^ RT ^RT ^ RR^rR f ( 

[RR. RL W^RR-21 (50 )/2006] 

3RT. RT^RR, fH^I+, MW RTR fRRR 





THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 19,2006/SRAVANA 28,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


7196 


New Delhi, the 28th July, 2006 

S.O. 3250.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of.the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-Automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class III) of series “MMT” and 
with brand name “MICRO” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Micro Multimedia* No. 
4, Nishka Avenue, Opp. Narayan Complex, Swastik Char Rasta, Navarangapura, Ahmedabad-380009, Gujarat and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/283; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 20 kg and minimum capacity of 40 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 


f 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy', design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy' and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg to 2g and with verification scale interval (n) in the range 
of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 g or more and with V value of 1* 10 k , 2x 10 k or 5* 10 k , k being the positive or negative 
whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design 
and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(50)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 


• i.»* ♦ ... 


rv 


HI • 


I 14-4' 


‘ "•HMhim •!'»* IfK ■ til t'H ■ *1- H*-H 







[Wm—'W^S 3 (ii).] 


28,1928 


2066 




4kw&m- ( m*m 


tlV.'CSa'Vr LI 11 


l r:. mi ;- i m.‘: a z: S rr*r- 1 n > it i i 


^ ' 4 . ,107, ^ *f&HT -*lif4c, TJjJ* 7>t iffWld®R, 3W*p, T W f <I W jpg 'flMHftftl ~H<W<f i 'W t fen 

M (TT«rofa ^m) ^ n)m mw w < £E*»mww ) 4 4fm m 

fw$ms Tmm 4tf"t ^♦> afalfra ^n)^ K u r *w N? 4 tm ®m/65 

*w^tVm whtc ^ 4a iwsiftm mfii \ 

fcyi 3ir M^u -yr ^^rgroiftff 4)w^Rw (#miwnt) ^ «)wttwr i i wft «rf*wrcw <tmm 
150 %.Tn. t 3$fc 'sqsRTO WIT 400 W t I WR WI Wfc?T0$) 20 UWt 1 Ftihpir 41»4^H i ftRWT 7m 
vffam <w^w ww ♦ i mriimif Pk (i*Mtf) irof ♦ i 

3 Rg*m 230 Tte afc so t 4 * si^ w ftw Mw ^rmufwiTii 



«.iP**‘i ^^3 ^ ig*m>v| STfaftT? Rffti 3>t 'Wl'jwf »wrt 3i WrT^ ^ ^ TftVPP^ *fr fllWll '^P^Ml 

sffc +ifWoi 3^3713^ "SWlft, «PfeeTWTOPT, 3>pf f*f«n3H, 1^3BRT 38ft 3>f 3m? HR mSffo*IT SH^TR I 

4a, wiR, 3m 4t m 36 4t 33-813412) *n irota %i<fl 

-Rt^r 4 4 w wm-TO ^ wfer <wft ftPwfai m 3#1fc^/ffc3n5? 4: 4a M -wmft 4 

37? m Pwfm M i w t foPiffm 3*ft imw 4 4$ 4*, w# 4aw4am 4 4m #3^ 4i 

5 WT'TT 33^ aqrffew ^ 'f 8R ^ ^ 500 ^ 10,000 TT^^ST^OTR 3HI3m TTft? 50 tTT.m ^ 500 ^Pr.UT. 7*T ^ft 

3rftT77?m amr ^ 13^’f htb i xio* 2 xio % m5 x 10 *, ^t, ^ »iw« ?? wmf> ^pifm titp ^$ 1 

[TO u 3Hc^*T-2l(201 )/20053 
m T n^ gfR, Pl^W, *TTR t^5IH 
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New Dellii, the 31st July. 2006 

S.O. 325J.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Hanging type) with digital indication of medium accuracy' (Accuracy' class-III) of series ‘ACEH-150’ and 
with brand name "ACE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Ace Incorporation, No. 107, 
New Atish Market, Gujar Ki Tliadi, Mansarovar, Jaipur, Rajasthan and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09AW65; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Hanging type) with 
a maximum capacity of 150kg. and minimum capacity of 400g. The verification scale interval (e) is 20g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtretive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagrafh, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 500 kg. wit h 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for V value of 5g. or more and with V value of 
IxlOL 2*IO k or 5*10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (201 )/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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*T^ 31 *p£ 2006 

W. 3TT. 3252.—^T, fafal HlfaFRl ETO ^ IR^T Imte Rl ftlR ^ M^Nl^^Tf TRIMH ^ TRU t 
faTOft^tf^^'tfmc^^^sn^^) w^rkniHTOh afafam, 1976 (1976 ^t 60) to <ak *»m hr$ 
( hT'SciI "3FT 31 1987 ^> >T7T «flfl tl* v ll 0 l11 ^ 'fa ^1'NflK ji^Vi ,*i>i 3mffc| ”4’ a«nl 4k ci 

^t^ttMttt ^ttp; TTSfa 3?fc MMH HRfX*lM *? ifa 3RR "^RcTT T^HT; 

3TW:, 3T«r, W3BT7:, ^SPSRT 3Tfafa9H ^ tlTTl 36 ^"3^ VRT (7) qRI (8) I3TITRm ?llPw<ff ^3 TFfa 

^q; -^f TT^ft ^4>l#yR < 107, ^3TfcTCT ^Trf%^, ^R T#t *IT^, HHWhi , ^rey, <N^H m faftfaf TOR TO*fa -Rtf 
(T^r«lcn ^nf- ill) Tftt Rt -500 ^ 3faR> Rffrd, 3RTOfa<T ■#b to><wi (^ wf m) ^wf^r ^t 

fa^fasTR? cFT ’TT*T **T^ l|* * ^ (fal^ |tlA 4*W hTsci 4>sl 'Ni ^) "fa^ <hi| 1at/09/2006/64 

fa^r 7 T?n 3Frr°T- T rar w# •Rk ji«wf$id i? i 



TOR^f^m^iTORaRR^TOfar arcTOftm o^rtpItoO iii)^4mii |#3i^ 
TOT 500 fam $ 3?fc ^p*T TOT 1 fa.TIT. t 1 WMIMH TOTB 3RTO (1) 50 Tim t I *7T*¥ Vfft aTPfeKpm ^faf f faTO 
m ufcRm *44ieHiw+ Rifar smfajcR vm 11 tost TO^fa ^smte o^ i ift) Tmsf titem Trffam 'mftm tot$i 
TOR*! 230 Tfcz sfa 50 8^T TOmtf m TOT RT Rlrf TOT t I 

«jP^hm r» ^iq>*i ^ <HlciR.^a *i*n*i "^rt fci^, lalci'l ^ ^ tUciq*^ *ft nt>if! unj^rn 

sfk 'Rf^^T '*T*TT*fcTT ) 77f%H PWivi, tTT^RT 37Tf^ TTfff ^ T T^#?f ^.t^TT "^TT 'iH^II I 

sfk ^^0^ TTT^TK <j 4<1 -arfMpf^ *TRT 36 ^»t ^7-MRT (12) ^RT 3T^W ^ TT^ ^ ^ ■f 

fa to -Rfs^r ^ 3T^*r ^ ^ mM is& Wmfm m ztft ftnftftr. fero ^ 

TO ^TT falfor fa^TT T T 7 TT t fa^lffa ^7T«fa 3?^^faTTeTT ^TtoTOvOn'^ 

5 Tim ^ 3 ?f^> ^ l f -m ^far? 500^ 10,000Tm» *twqm toict (triX^ so fam ^ 1000 fam 

37 fTOm tot^ 1 37k'i’mmi xio* 2 xio %:i ir 5 xio* ^to*h>- qr 1 

[m B ^^^21(201 )/2005 ] 

3TR '*nOT«m, fa^mr -rtt fain 
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[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 19,2006/SRAVANA 28,1928 


New Delhi, the 31st July, 2006 

S.O. 3252.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights aid Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rides, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
(he Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-Automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “ACEP- 
50” and with brand name “ACE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Ace Incorporation, 
No. 107. New Atish Market, Gujar Ki Thadi, Mansarrovar, Jaipur, Rajasthan and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/06/64; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 500 kg and minimum capacity of 1kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 50g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect, the Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 \folts, 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
prindpleetc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this cert ificat e of approval of the said model shall also caver the wei ghing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to 1000 kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with V value of 
1 x 10\ 2*10* or 5 x'lOE where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, mannfac t ririvi by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(201 )/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 


• -if. f-if m i 


till' «l • '»! I'" I'M.- I • I Hi-fU.fOH-H'-WH 




^ H •• UMi M <r «MI#f'»* 
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TO.^F TFTO : 3FRH 19,2006/*RW 28, i 928 

^1^,31-^,2006 ■- 

w. air, 3253.-^for tr^er ha, fefea n f fa Hri fl grc fRfc ht (^mu h rt hh irm t 

%HHH -tf Hf&RT *feT 3TF|jfH^f) HI? 3lkHTC HHHT 3lfHfHHH, 1976 (1976 HiT 60) WHI? 3&HTRRFF* 

(Hf3# HiT aqHfci) ftHR, 1987 313^9 t sfa^RHEJ ^Wllt^-^PipiPk ^ 3Tqftr^f H* "3«R1 HfecT 

^ntr t^tt fsrFsr=r ^rg^r 

3TcT;, 3TH, «£*4)H *R=6]K,afffiiPiMH ^ HKT.36 H>1 TTT-HKI (7) aftTHH-HTTI (8) IJRI Usctj y4lM HRtf 

^ T^ft ^.mli -y p i h. 107 , ht^, w&rfm, w^c, ww srci RtfoWd h*hh H*n*ftn h4 

(-qznsfaT h 4 m) hM “h Tit i-30*’ ^srh ^ sfrm Tfjnn ufor, C^rt^ rr hh»r> hit 

fsRR* HTT HTf HR 41 R Rt f M $ (1^ WHRV HHH Rfe^T H*T HHT SPjqfar fa^H 3|^ tRT 

Tt/09/2006/63 TWj^RT fHRT HHT t, 3^^T 3RPT-HH RRf 3^T TO%T HRcft t I 



HHH HTScT fafH Tfcf TOT HU HR 3?THTffcT 3IWlfirld (£h?T HHnT).^/dtaH 3WI t I afrfTOTH 

SRHT 30 lH>.m t 3lk ^*£R W 100 HR $ 1 1WW HIW1 3RRRI <|) 5 HR t l w3 RHT SR^cR -g^T $ t^W 
TRT HlftR »!|4 h^HH mHW $ I <j6w«f«t> 4i4U (R?T i -St) TOf dWi hR*hh HRHT "t I 

230 ntc? 3ffc 50 ?t^4 HtHRdl HITT f^rejci y<y*i HT *w4 =m<ii ^ I 

y^ftq Tl 3<fMl4d H?ftH HSl H >Md^RR gl tf ^ Ifor TSfoti ^ Tfa^^t^ Rlgi«K Ht f^HT RRHIl 

3lk Hfs^l HJtHTRPt Wimft, HHT*felT, f&3fl$H, ufod 4mUI0,H>r4 PlRI^i, ftl^M 3TTf^nftTTdf HT MR^d -nUUMIl 

3^T SlfHfHHH HITT 36 H>1 -3H-HRI (12) &KI y^ti Tlf«Rnd H>1 HT^iO <6<4 ^ 41n g lV ^ 

Inr hhh hT«6cI 3fgHfa?H ^ srd’tdf faRrcfcn "sin Hrft Rt^ia, fe^nid ^tjuk .3^< Tiwifr"^ 

3?3>T^R ^ ftfp^f<f 3^ oBpJHRf*! Hit 

100 1H. HR^ 2mTRr‘f*HH^ft!R100'^ lO^OO^T^v^^ «MM4 3RURI (T^T) 3lk 5 HI HT3TT& 

1^!R 500 Tl 10,000 <l«6 H>1 ^f wmi'H 3H!TF5I (T^T) HfeT 50 t«P.HL a«ti H>1 3lfi»«hqn ^fHcll 3if|T Hli 

l x 10 2 x 10 * HI 5 x 10*, ^ t, ^ *HUH<6 HI "gHlHf HI TfH ^ TR^H t I 

[HH. Tl ^^X?T-21 ( 201) /2005 ] 
3JK Hl^rgHH, fHfHHT HIH-Nun 
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[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)J 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 19,2006/SRAVANA 28,1928 


New Delhi, the 31st July, 2006 

S.0.3253.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-Automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “ACE- 
30” and with brand name “ACE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Ace Incorporation, 
No. 107, New Atish Market, Gujar Ki Thadi, Mansarrovar, Jaipur, Rajasthan and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/06/63; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30kg and minimum capacity of IOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 percent subtrctive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weigfiing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg to 2g and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10^, 2* 10 k or 5xlO k , 
where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (201)/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 


• ■ 

i i 
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: «RR 19,2006/«m28,1928 
31 2006 

tbt. anr. 3254.—'3^5^ ^*r, *5RT m 1%r^iR ^ 'qrT^i^'^ ^rrarr "n^rr ^ 

1976 (1976.^60) ^7n2 3to*rTRR> 
( HfSfrff UT 37^*faR) fav?, 1987 ^tTONT^i 3*3^? 1 3?fc JQ m ^ tr"fra4l $ fa> crium Rfa 3Rfa ^ *ft ‘SR *iT$?l 
■qqrsfcTT RR T^fal 3fft fafaR WT ^TT T^IT; 

mi, 3R, 3|fa(fa 71^37, 3ffafa*R qRI36^‘3 T TORI ( 7) afo^TOTO (8) "SKT 3TO <i(WhT Rfa ^ 
^ yrewfarr % i&r, ^37fa7iRf%e, ^ *n^, ^rcy, ?rc fafaffar wfar ^f 

(TTqi^^t n) ^-30 ,r (^sr^^3FFRT> ^’Rfis^r ^!T 

(ftR>itfenw *!% t) afa fadfaf 3rcfq?^t/ 09 / 06/62 

W^fVIcl faRT TRT 3T*jqfcl 3Rm-R *lfa afo Wf^TcT t I 



"3R hTsci fa«f>d ^«T 3R>K ^T RT TfcrT <WNlRd '^Hq^lfirld (^ct <!fa TRJIT)^»T dVld 3M«6(U| ^ I $H4>t vHf^lobcIH 

$TOTT 30 Rh.m. ^ afa "^JfRR *tf*id) 100 7JPT ^ I TTRFH HIHMH 3RHRJT (^) 2 J JIH ^ l $«•} H 0 ** ^Rki ^ Rm«6i 

TTcT yfdVl<i ^3+<rHlrH«6 tTlfal Wi^Mg<rH TRR t I l?apRT TEPERNb slqk (TTcT f ^t) ^7R ^qffaTR Wfllcf ^RTTT "I I 

W<^l 230 afk 5%^tf 9RF fatJflRPT 'q* I 

"RTfaFT '^fe'^iJSRR ^ <Htcrf^PI RTfa ^ ^ faR 3 ^ IcR; 'ftfaRTSnTRT i 

3fa Hfed ^ '3RT^t UIHlfl, TOPfal, fean$H, uHbd -5NUIH, (d^MlVl, ftl«&Kl 3flfa Wf ^ Mfo^fiSdRlff faRT tfRpTl I 

<>fa =fafaT 7TRJR 3«k| 3Tfaf*iq*i m^T 36 <iH^iKi (12) i£Rl <i(«mmT «fff ^ m)m u II «h{dl ^ 

"f^T hTsci ^ 3T5P^T W yHRl- t R 3TcPfeT '97ft1«lPl*lSdl 'gRT 3^1 f««»ld, ^ 3j^K 3^ 'STft ^HHill ^ f^RT^ 

3i^M)Rd ifel faPIT Tpff t ^<adi ^T, 3fkq#TI?R^^T^WPr 

i fa. tpt 3 5om TRr'-f ioo^ 50,000 cRr ^mm 3F$m (tr) afa ioo fa. m ^-3^ 

•>TR ^ faR 5000 50,000 TRT ^ TT^TR mm (R) TlfacT 50 fa>.m RT ^ 3TfaRR f$m ^ f 3?k *f -*TR 

1 X !0 *, 2 X10 * ^1 5 X 10 % , ^ t, ^ tRRRT ^ ^FIRR) ^ifar 7^7 ^ TR^T ^ I 

[ R. 77. T^TR-21 ( 201 )/2005 ] 
m Rg^«R, P&m, faf^RT 'm tw 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 19,20O6/SRAVANA 28, 1928 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)j 


New Delhi, the 31st July, 2006 

S.O. 3254.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument ( Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy class-11) of series "ACET-30” and 
with brand name "ACE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Ace Incorporation, No. 107, 
New Atish Market, Gujar Ki Thadi, Mansarrovar, Jaipur, Rajasthan and which is assigned the approval mark 
TND/09/06/62: 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices ;md model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy', design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 5t)kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lmg. to 50mg. and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 5.000 to 50,000 for V value of lOOmg. or more and with ‘e’ value of i*U) k . 2*10 k or 5><10 k , where k is a 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved modet has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (2t) 1 )/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM. Director of Legal Metrology 
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arnf ■q’T ^t/13/06/08 flpn Tf^r trw-to '^nft affc ywflhfi qrcft $ i 
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[m n W^^-21 (131 )/2004] 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 19,2006/SRAVANA 28,1928 


[Part II—Sac* 3(11)] 


New Delhi, the 3rd August, 2006 

S.O. 3255, —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, along with the model approval certificate issued by the Ministry of Industry, Trade and crafts, Italy and 
Physikalisch Technische Bifndesanstalt, Germany, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure 
given below) is in conformity with the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) 
and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain 
its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by the third proviso to sub-sections (3) and sub-sections 
(7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby approves, issues and publishes the certificate 
of approval of the Electronic Counter for use with the meter for liquid other than water model of series VEGA/ 
■ VEGA 11/VEGA T manufactured by M/s Isoil Impianti Spa, 24061 Albano S Alessaandro (BG) 74 via Madonna della 
Rose, Italy and marketed In India by M/s Hiro S Chandwani, 301, Shraddha Tower, Asha Nagar, Off All Yavar Jung 
Marg, Kandivali (East), Mumbai 400101 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/13/06/08; 



The model is an electronic counter to be used with any flow sensor positive displacement flow meter or turbine 
or electro magnetic or matt (Coriolis) or vortex type flow motor with pulse generator or transmitter far flow measuring 
Hnd computing functions. The counter is controlled by a microprocessor and result of measurement indicated by 
liquid crystal display (LCD). The measuring technology data should comply with those of a flow meter with a mechanical 
counter. The counter can be connected to all approved flow meters. Fluids that can be metered are corrsponding to the 
approval for the flow meter or sensor in the pipeline. The VEGA electronic counter can incorporate the temperature 
compensator, if required. For volume meters with an electronic counter (with or without temperature compensation) 
calibration and adjustment must also be electronic either by a stable factor to calibrate an error curve or by upto ten 
flow dependent factors to linearization of the error curve. It is designed to measure different liquids, the computer in 
the electronic counter can decide whether the respective liquid or group of liquids belong or use the flow dependent 
factors for calibration or linearization of the error curve from the accumulated valves. The choice of the liquid (group) 
can be made either manually by push buttons or touch buttons screen of automatically by depending on valves or 
pumps. While using equipment as a measuring device in a tanker and/or in the case of manual choice, the volume 
meter must be equipped with the name of the liquid. The VEGA/VEGA II/VEGA T-electronic counters can be installed 
in either fixed or moving measuring system. It can be used for single or dual meterposition control. 

[F.No. WM-21(131)/2004] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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im II-TO* 3(ii)] 


TO WT WTO : TOT 19, 2006/fflTO 28, 1928 


4 TOT, 2006 

TOwr, i987*1TO 

7 *TWHm ( 1 ) *wfr <:«) t Wp^WTOfaTOT 
^ l^qgKI WfVtjf^TT TOTT t 1W ^ •t^41 4f ’R 
TOT (Wf) 4f WlftV* 1TO WflW t :- 


TO 

iWtfVTT VKtfll RTTO 

lWNn^ft 

^Wlwwi 

TOt 


Tow 

%Wt wKt fWrti 


iflTlWlT 

m 


(TT 

(2) 

( 3 ) ; 

(4) 


1977TOWTTO*ft- 2006 
y^r ^fv4f ^ibR 
iwr iwm totwi : 
m i wdwrfita 
'WtlR? MViIW 
(TO p&TO) 


t wm 
2006 



TP TOfNf 9fRr*f ♦u'M ih4 

tot, 9 top wi? WWr wrt, if UTO-uoooa, Wta 
wnMj i ifolTOt , to Tirol 

WlMlUff t >16111614, W*lflk, 4tTO, ^TOt, 

\> t*xm> TOR m$> ittj?, tot, ^ to 

tlTOtBTOwt \ /. 

'^81, ^ 9^1 96^^) 

(BUREAU OP INDIAN STANDARDS) 

N«w Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 
S,0. 3256,—Inpurwtftct of elauee (b) ofiub-rule 
(1) of Rule 7 of tin Bureau of Indian Standardi Rule*, 
1917, the Buruu of Indian Standards hereby notifies that 


an given in tha Sehedule hereto tnnexed has boon 
iuuod; 

schedvu 


81, NaftYhar 
No, oftho 

Indian Standards 


NokAynr 
of tho , 


Diwfrom 

which thi 

T7MPM1 wnm 


shall hhVe 
•fflwt 


(1) 




0) 


« 


111411 (Put I); 

L977IpodfloaUon 

for 

Tubular Fluorescent 
UmpelbrOenerel 
Lighting Sendee ; 
Part I Raq^runanta 
and Tuts fftraf 
AevtoTOJ 1 ■'• 


3 Mirth, 
2006 V 


2006 


Copies of this Amendment are avialable with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 


Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, 
Coimbatore, Ouwahad, Hyderabad, Jaipur; Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thirirv&nanthapuram. 

[No ET-23/T-20] 

P.KMUKHERJEE, 
Sc. F A Head (Electrotechnical) 

lf1TOMlTO,2006 

*T.WT. 3257,-W^ITO^fam, 1987^ 

(i) *** (bt) ^ wynn ^ 

TOgro tot t fbr km wfa ^ 

"TO* 


HR TORtT HRrfU *in^ 
TOr (WDiftTOrif 
sfft fMer 


,^A .Is. C?-.. 

6m TORI WlNd KTFt 

ittoto 

wrltnafhTT 

to&iwtto 

UTO TOWf, 

TOWlflh 
lit TOW 
id 


MMUi 


(1);,U) 


(3) 


(4) 


U 


inf ^ 2347 1 2006 
d^L^ITT RJR 

km 

(itm ytfm) 


mf n 
2347: 1995 
Tfalim 


1 ITTO, 
2006 


15660 : 2006 

TO TO 

1*6TV!5*ffolWTO 

km 


21 ^Tff, 

2006 


git Rrofta Hwm- ^ Tfnf , ro ; K ’trw ^t, ■■ttw 

TO, 9 TOSP 'ftWTORTTOf, 110002, 

\M uiTOnTT l .TO^, ^»!f, fwrf TO 9TO 

TOWf: uTOro, TOllr, #TO, 
tpro#, droiwt, IVTOTJT, Wl^v 
1TOTO^4ftTOf^TOwt i 

%, %T. TT^F Wg® (f^T fT^-fr^) 
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THE GAZETTE OF 1ND[A:AUGUST l?, 20Q6/SRAVANA 28,1928 


[Part 1^7^.301)] 


... 7 NpwDelW.the4tbAugust,20Q6 

SuO*3257^5tai>dardjs, particulars; of which are 
giyen in . the Schedule hereto-annexed, have been 
estabiishedonthedate indicated ag^^each: 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3)- 


(4) 


W 6595 (WFT 1 ): U 1, 1 3TW, 

2002 *Bt¥ R P ft 2006 r 


‘ St;~No: ? Yea» l ^ ^ tv ’ lhti&ytar iri ' - Date of ' 
No. the Indian Standards of Endfeli nid 1 Established 
-; Established Standards, 

v ?,: v i f any, super- 

J i/f ^ * . seded by the 
-"New Indian 
Standard 


0) (2) " ' ' (3) (4) 

1. IS 2347 :'20(>6 ' IS 2347:1995 ! August, 

Domestic pressure i Domestic 2006 
cookersr .. t r 1 pressure -;v. 

Specification cookers- 

(fifth revision) Specification 

(fourth 
revision) 

2. IS 15660:2006 — -vn 21*1^,2006 

Refillablc trans- ..... • 

portable seamless 

aluminium alloy gas ; v 

cylindcrs-Speci- 

fication 


rrt i - v ; ■'^y' 

3ffa TITritel ^TcT- 

^ 3nfeRf ^ 

a- .iprctero) -•••■'• r 

is wtim 4iiM mM 9 

^151 m w\, ftcvft~ 4 10002, 

ftc#, +Wl=bk 1 l, - 5 =^ (T«tT Tipai : 

smqm, ^t4c, ritoict, forere , 

wtr, ^ wflw«wdi£M 3 flisFt 

p=f. T^T. «ft-2:l] 

#. ^ (TrfErif faftfi wffM ) 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.0.3258.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
; <1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
, ihe Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that 
amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which 
■ kre given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been 


Copicsof (this Standard is avialable for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Sliah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: 
New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

;j^aMED/G- 2: l] 
C K. VEDA, Sc-F & Head (Mechanical Engineering) 

■ 4 sprat, 2006 5:: 

cET.3tT. 3258.-Rmft*T PFrai 1987^fap*f 

7 ^ (i 7 ) % iste (73) ^ 3 PR<fta rnrns 

^ t^rt sran t 3 fa* PR 


sFR wtfritT , MKdl9 RFf4r " 



•WSHt WSHI 3(kwi 

TI f> r<;c •«-•>.*.Ot t •' '> h t 

TOT 

teftq 

fetfq 


(3) 'f 

’ ( 4 ) 

U,, ,’ 3 ^;^ 4049 (RPT 2), 
19% a|R 

i, 

wH," 
2006 ■ ! 

31 

2006 

:U '3tijif l R*b t o^TR affTUR 

■}. ■: 



SCHEDULE 

SI. No. and Year of the No and Year ! :Dafeffom 

. No. Indian Standards of the which the 

, • j : Amendment Amendment 

shall have 
: effect 

(1) P) (3) (4) 

■.\,h <154040(Part 2): 1996 ^ Amendment ,.31July, 2006 
\ 1 - j j i Formedends for tanks . j Hpr l July> 

. , A . , and! pressure-vessels 2006 
—Specification 
Part 2 inside Diameter 
basis (first revision) .. 

2. -IS6595(Part 1): 2002 Amendment I August, 
Hdrizontalcentrifugal No. 1 June 2006 
> [ puitips for clear cold 2006 
Whter—Specification 
:i,:i 'Phrt 1 Agricultural 
' arid rura 1 water supply 
, .purposes 

Copy of this, Standard is avifilabl$ for gale with the 
Bureau pf Indian Standards, Manak Bhovgli, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: 
New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahdti^Jfyd^bad. Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thinwammffigpuratn. 

[No. MED/G4.1] 
C. K. VEDA, Sc-F & Head (Mechanical Engineering) 
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S.O. - .3259,^Whereas irt a pp ea rs, to the Central 

Gdtfemirtfcnt that if necesstWy in thd^ublic intdtbStihat for 
th^ transport of pqtxoleurryfrom “P3AQ to Pa$^pudi-8 
EPS” in the A.P. State pipeline should be laid by the Oil 
add Natural Gas GOrporatidh Ltd. , ( :i i 1 «i i 

Arid Whereas it appears that for the purpose tSShying 
such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right pfi^ser in 
die land described' in the schedule annexed nere to ; 

11 0 0 0.) U ■ ! 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 

by* Sub-sdction (IJof the Section 3> of the Petroleum and 
Mj^eralSjPipelin^s (Acqiusition oj Right of M^ers in the 
LatidAcf 1962 (50 of 1962 ), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intentibn to ats^iire th4>right of usir-thorein: 

1 v Provided that any p^son interested in tfitf&itf land 
object within g 1 days jEppm the date of this ^ot^^ation, 
to laying the pipeline under the land to the Competent 
Authority, Oil fod NaWral Gris CorporaLtd., 
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, AAdhra Prtdesh. 


f £ G-Cl^>i^ONiitf|)CHAri£^'|ftMont<ltiaking such an objections shall 
^so ^tg^^l^i/ScalW^whether he wised to be hear in 
A ^ personsorby legmPraoitioner. 
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[Part U—Sec, 3(H)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 19,2006/SRAVANA 28,1928 


SCHEDULE 

ROU PIPELINE FROM PSAQ TO 
PASARLAFUDI—8 EPS 


State 

Andhra Pradesh 

Mandal 

: Allavaram 

District : 

East Godavari 

Milage 

: Allavaram 

RS.No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Cent! Acres 

Cents 




Ares 



401/3E 

0 

04 

3 

0 

nv* 

413/2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07'/a 

401/3B 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

401/3C 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

406/1A2 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09V* 

407/2B 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

407/1B2 

0 

06 

3 

0 

16 

407/1E3 

0 

02 

0 

0 

03 

407/1C2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

407/1E2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

408/3B2 

0 

07 

0 

0 

17 

408/3C2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

12 

Tbtal: 

0 

47 

3 

I 

17V* 


State 

Andhra Pradesh 

Mandal 

: Allavaram 

District ; 

East Godavari 

Milage: Bodaiakurru 

RS.No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Cent! Acres 
Ares 

Cents 

109/6B 

0 

06 

3 

0 

16V* 

110/2 

0 

03 

3 

0 

09 

111/2 

0 

07 

Q 

0 

17 

113/1A2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

03V* 

113/3B 

0 

03 

3 

0 

14V* 

mm 

0 

03 

0 

0 

12V* 

113/4B 

0 

02 

3 

0 

06 

113/4C 

• 0 

02 

3 

0 

06 

113/7B 

0 

03 

0 

0 

12 

113/8B 

0 

08 

3 

0 

21 

109/IB 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

109/SE 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10V* 

Total: 

0 

33 

5 

1 

37V* 


[No, 12016/36/2006^NQ/D-in] 
0,P, BANWAJU, Under Secy. 


^ flpwfr, 7 aiW, 2006 

Itn&'t 20 ^ m ^ 

Ttfftm *m m tart 

i . 

*TF 3Rfftt VtfTT f 1% 81l|^y ^ fbvrt ^ 

*rt$m tot wwfwt i 

m wr ito Bftn w* (*$? ^ 

T^^a^WirwwN) 1962 (1962 VT SO) 

vm 3 ^ v;m (i) 

mm * TPitf Trim m rtm *rtfor m 
arw otto hjupri fbro 11 

1 * rm mfar, t* *tf* ^ 

v ^ vrifiri, (•mlm hhim 


«TO* 

*m, 4 u w»wh*t w % jo^Nfc 7*. 'ft. 
t It w 


7W j «F**f TI^TT 



t wifTwnw 

1W i ^ ■I'kwR 



t tiiiiuin 







106/2B2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07V* 

106/3 A2 

0 

01 

3 

0 

04 

106/9 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

106/10A 

0 

00 

3 

0 

01 

106/3A3 

0 

02 

0 

0 

02V* 

106/4B 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

106/1GB 

0 

00 

3 

0< 

01 

106/11A 

0 

0 

0 

0 

00V* 

106/4C 

0 

01 

3 

0 

04V* 

106/1 IB 

0 

00 

3 

0 

01V* 

106/SB 

0 

03 

0 

0 

01V* 

106/6B 

0 

02 

3 

0 

06 

106/7B 

0 

00 

3 

0 

01 

106/12 

0 

00 

3 

0 

01 • 

106/7C 

0 

03 

3 

0 

16V* 

Tbtal: 

0 

24 

3 

0 

39V* 


t* i20ie/J?/aooe-*#M/^-tn] 

4f.777l<t,WRlfcW 
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jm-m impr t mm is, 2mt*m 28, 1928 • 


New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3260.—Whereat It eppears, to the Centre! 
Government lhaiti ntoeutry In the public interest that for 
the transport of petroleum from “PSP-20 to PS P EPS" in 
the A.P. State pipeline should be laid by the Oil and Natural 
Gas Corporation Ltd; 

And whereas It appears that for the purpose of laying 
such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in 
the land described In the schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub"Seetion (I) of the Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Mlnprals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in the 
Land Act, 1962 (30of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein :• 

Provided that any person Interested in the said land 
may object within 21 days from the date of this notification, 
to laying foe pipeline under the land to the Competent 
Authority Oil and Natural Gai Corporation Ltd., 
JUJahmundiy Anet/K.0., Basin, Godavari Shaven, Base 
Complex, Rqjahmundry, Andhra Pradesh; 

And every person making such an objeitions shall 
alio state specially whether he wised to bs hour in persons 
or by iegal praotioner, 

SCHEDULE 


ROU PIPE LINE FROM PSP-20 TO PSP- EPS 


State 

Andhra Pradesh 

Mendel ; 

Allavaram 

Dlatriet ; 

last Godavari 

Village 

l 

1 

Bsdssakurru 

R.S.N0, 

Hectares 

Ares 

Csnti 

Ares 

Acres Cents 

I062B2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07V* 

106/3A2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

106/9 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

106/10A 

0 

00 . 

3 

0 

01 

i 06/3 A3 

0 

02 

0 

0 

02 V* . 

106/4B 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

106/10B 

0 

00 

3 

0 

01 

106/UA 

0 

0 

0 

0 

00V* 

106/4C 

0 

01 

3 

0 

04 V* 

106/1 IB 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01V* 

106/5B 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08V* 

106/6B 

0 

02 

3 V _. 

0 

06 

106/7B 

0 

00 

3 

0 

01 . 

106/12 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

106/7C 

0 

05 

3 

0 

16V* 

Total: 

0 

24 

3 

0 

59V* 


[No. 12016/37/2006-ONG/D-l II] 
OJ?. BAN WARI, Under Secy. 


^fa#,7 3PTW, 2006 
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m 3 #t Tt-m (i) OTTO/riftfaf to fatnarc&sq, 
afata ttttot- fr Tfato to arfaror arfSm to 

error toot unyiKi fron $: 

TOTtf far w »jfb 3 fcro #tf TOfaT, ^ 

ropw i ro ffari # fa* ersfa tnfarotf fa crat 
yi*Ri% fa to#*t, Mot qra/#. 

#t.faB. lilqwifi TOTO, TFOTffo, 3TR? *fa 

afc far awfa to* anro ft toRrt ro # tob 
% TOT W arf TOTOT t fa 3Tfat TJTOlf TOfaTTO TO? # an 
farft farfv ro a wKft #t Trfaa i 


at^ell 

TOt ait \ WT WT #. #. # #. #. TECT-12 


TOT : 3?rj *fa 


nsn 


ffaT : ^> ou n 



fa 

: trwurem*? 


v v r 

FTOfa 

fa 




1 

2. . 

3 

4 

•5 

6 

210/1.# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

210/2# 

Q 

09 

.5 

0 

23 

211/1# 

0 

06 

0 

0 

20 

<213/1# 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

212/2 

0 

02 . 

0 

0 

05 

214/1# 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

214/1# 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

214/1# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

217/Z#/2# 

0 

10 

0 

0 

25 

216/1# 

0 

10 

5 

0 

26 

230/# 

0 

06 

5 

0 

21 

232/2 
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26 

0 

0 

64 

233/2R 

0 

10 

0 

0 

25 

258/2 

0 

22 

0 

0 

54 

259/2 

0 

17 

0 

0 

42 
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#. #. mx 

New Delhi, the 7th August* 2006 

S.O. 326l.r—Whereas it appears, to the Central 
Government that is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transport of petroleum from " KKAH to KKL-12” in the 
A.P. State pipeline should be laid by the Oil and Natural 
Gas Corporation Ltd; 

And whereas it appears that for the purpose of laying 
such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in 
the land described in the schedule annexed hereto; 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1.) of the Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in the 
Land A«V 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Provided that any person interested in the said land 
may object within 21 days from the date of this notification, 
to laying the pipeline under the land to the Competent 
Authority Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., 
Rajahmundry Asset/K.G. Basin, Godavari Bhavan, Base 
Complex, Rajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh; 

And every person making such an objections shall 
also state specially whether he wised to be hear in persons 
or by legal Practioner 


SCHEDULE 

ROU PIPE LINE KKAH to KKL- \ 2 


State 

Andhra Pradesh 

Mandal 

: Kaikaluru 

District : 

Krishna 


Village 

: Gopavarara 

RS. No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Centi 

Acres Cents 




Ares 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 x 6 

245/9B 

0 

03 

5 

0 ^ 09 

245/9C 

0 

03 

0 

0 (8 











PC 3*n)] 


m wphi : wm 

19, 20e6/W*R 28, 

1928 



ia® 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

251/IB2 

0 

63 

0 

0 

07 

274/IB 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

251/1B3 

0 

05 

5 

0 

m 

274/2B 

0 

03 

6 

0 

m 







269/1A1 
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03 

0 

0 

m 

253/1A2 

0 

66 

0 

0 

15 













nmc 

0 

02 

0 

0 

m 

253/1B2 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

268/IB 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

mm 

0 

69 

5 

0 

04 

268/3 A/1 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 







268/2AOB 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

253/8C 

0 


0 

0 

05 













266/A1 

0 

04 

5 

0 

H 

253/8B 

0 

m 

5 

0 

06 

268/3 A/2 

0 

66 

5 

0 

16 

253/2B 

0 

05 

5 

0 

U 

268Z3A/3 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 







266/A1 

O' 

07 

0 

0 

n 

Total: 

0 

31 

5 

0 

78 













266/A1 

0 

01 

0 

0 

m 







268SS 

0 

01 

0 

0 

m 

State 

Andhra Pradesh 

Mandat 

: Ka 

** -< 

BCMB& 

266/A3® 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 







2S9/TE2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

District : 

Krishna 


Village : 

RStt&flEQKtBSBIi 













289//1F2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

R.S.No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Ceati i 

teres 

Gents 

289/IG2 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 




Ares 




* 











289/1H2 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

1 

2 

3 

-4 

5 

6 

2W/IJ2 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 







Z89/1L2 

0 

06 

0 

0 

is 

210/1B 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 













289/® 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

2I0/2B 

.0 

09 

5 

0 

23 

290/2A 

0 

(X) 

5 

0 

01 

211/IB 

0 

06 

0 

0 

20 

296/1B/2 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

213/IB 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

289/3E2 

0 

60 

5 

0 

01 

212/2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

Total: 

2 

19 

0 

5 

41 

214/IB 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 







214/IB 

0 

OB 

0 

0 

68 



4 


—— 








State 

Andhra Pradesh 

Maodti 

: 

Kflfeatani 

214/IB 

0 

<B 

5 

0 

09 





""■ L 








District : 

Krishna 


Milage 

1 

Thmaiakoliu 

217/2B/2D 

0 

10 

0 

0 

25 













R.S. No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Cents Acres Cents 

216/1B 

0 

10 

5 

0 

26 




Ares 



130/1 

0 

m 

5 

0 

21 













86/1 

0 

10 

5 

0 

26 

232/2 

0 

36 

0 

0 

64 

88/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

m 

233/2A 

0 

10 

0 

0 

25 













Total: 

0 

11 

5 

0 

28 

258/2 

0 

22 

0 

0 

54 















[No. 12016/38/2086ONG/D-III] 

259/2 

0 

17 

0 

0 

42 



O P BANWARI, Under Secy. 
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^ 7 svm, 2006 

"55T.37T. 3262.—#"#T TR=FTR #1 FF *JrDn FfcTI i? 
f# dl+fed # FF 3PW # fa 3TRTS#7TTFB # 3m.3Tl.TJ. 
WTWT #. # #4ldK^, F*F ig t l#q q # f## 

ni^Hcni^i cT 8 ^ 3TPTW "SRI ^sn# -qlfe^l 

3B: qF Tcftcf F#T # f# ## BT?# # f#$# # 
"ERT^B # f## ^MN4 37^t # Sffafa ^ # TF#T ^ 
37f#3FR 3Tf% TOT 3TOTRF tl 

3B:, 3R, #jtftm 3?R T##F M l ^d l ?H (*£# # 

sq#n # arfaro ^ sr#D arfafro, 1962 (1962 ^t 50 ) 

#t *TRl 3 #t <n-frRT (1) URT "SBoT ^TT I*# 7 ! 

W«f>U # dtlA '3 T Rfl 7 T ^>T 3#V*bK 3Tf#T «b<^ ^T 

3TBT 3TT7RT H^<\SKt #f#T faRTT % : 

^ fa TO # T$d44 fa$ -3H ^ # 
## 3TT#F WR TTlfTO# ifa F«TT 

TTlfi?R?%f 3TT# T T, PihF«i TTRRT TRTZ/#. 

#. S#.^.#.#. #FI# TO, TOTfc, 3TTV T#?T 

arfa^FTT #t dlfro # 2l lid) # #cR FR R#TTII 

#7 Q,tll •3TT^ T T RTeTT "FT ^Tf#T RF # FRB 4>VTI 
f# FRT 3F RF ^TFFT "t" f# TR#t oqfqahci "FB # Ft 
RT f##t fafa ^BRTT# #t HI4>dl 


3TTT. 3ft. ^ RTTRBTFT fa. TSc^.TT. TTR. ^ # SlcHl^ 


TFB : 

3TRI 

RFB ; 

3tC1CliqKH 


fsRTT : 


Tpr ; 

'4WldK3 


3TR RR- fa 

' > f 

TJ?f 




FF>ctT?H 



] 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

907/m#l 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

907/H#2 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

907/R#3 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

907/8# 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

922/1 it 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

323/R 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

923/1# 

0 

11 

5 

0 

28 

923/1# 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

923/1# 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

923/11 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

930/1 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

930/2 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

931/m 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

931/lit 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

931/2# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

932/1# 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

932/1# 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

931/m 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

932/1# 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

932/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

932/3 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

933/1# 

0 

07 

5 

0 

18 

933/6# 

0 

08 

5 

0 

21 

933/3# 

0 

20 

5 

0 

51 

934/1## 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/iqi#t 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1## 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1## 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1## 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1## 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1TRT# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1## 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1## 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1TR1# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1## 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/lF^# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1#F# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/m# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

#F 

1 

34 

5 

3 

32 


[d 12016/40/2006-#TT#/#-l 11] 


#. it. Rrot, mi -$fm 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3262,—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest 
that for the transport of petroleum from “KWAM to 
Odalarevu” in the A.P. State pipeline should be laid by 
the Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 

And whereas it appears that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right 
of user in the land described in the schedule annexed 
hereto. 





[Will— 3(ii)] 
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Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in the 
Land) Act, 1962 (50 to 1962), the Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein. 

Provided that any person interested in the said 
land may object within 21 days from the date of this 
notification, to laying the pipeline under the land to the 
Competent Authority Oil & Natural Gas Corporation 
Ltd., Rajahmundry Asset/ K.G., Basin, Godavari Bhavan, 
Base Complex, Rajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh. 

And every person making such any objections 
shall also state specifically whether he wished to be 
hear in persons or by legal Practitioner. 

SCHEDULE 


ROU PIPELINE FROM KWAM TO ODALAREVU 
GCS 


State: 

District: 

Andhra Pradesh Mandal: 

East Godavari Village: 

Allavaram 

Odalarevu 


R.S. No. 

Hectares 

Ares Centi Ares 

Acres Cents 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

907/1 Apl 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

907/1 Ap2 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

97/1 Ap3 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

907/8P 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

922/IP 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

923/1A 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

923/IB 

0 

11 

5 

0 

28 

923/IC 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

923/ID 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

923/1E 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

930/1 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

930/2 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

931/1A 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

931/1B 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

931/2B 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

932/1P 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

932/1 p 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

931/2A 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

932/1 p 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

932/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

932/3 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

933/1 p 

0 

07 

5 

0 

18 

933/6p 

0 

08 

5 

0 

21 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

933/3p 

0 

20 

5 

0 

51 

934/1 Bp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1 Cp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1 Fp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1 Gp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1 Jp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1 Kp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/lNp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/lOp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1Gp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1 Sp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1 Vp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/IWp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/ IZp 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

934/1AP 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

TOTAL 

l 

34 

5 

3 

32 


[No. 12O16/40/2OO6-ONG/D-I1I] 
O.P. BANWARI, Under Secy. 


7 2006 

eFT.STT, 3263.—"PcT: ‘yt'sftP yrt "9F yfllfl Vldl “t" 
fa dHfgct 3 w t fa arm Trar 3 sm.3Tt.Tj. 

•qifq wfq zt.'qt.^t.^t. ^ diilmeh'i-13 ^ fa$ 

P$P 3TFTR gHl 

^T%TT| 

3^tr 3Tci: mffar sVn ^ fy> 
yqj'31'1 firPt ^ qPAcl Tjfa 

arf^chK StWci niini STWftR? ^1 

am:, am, ^tfcPP? afa ?®fa* M 

Trmtp ^ arfimm tst srsN) arWrmr, 19$2 (1962 % 50) 
ml to 3 (l) srt jmwi*# fa; , si#t 

irqr UWiU. ^ "3TP¥ SROFI aTfagiR SlfitSI ^ 
3RRT 3MPT TRl^RT fapP t L , 

q^I/f Rt> 3^cT \Ph 3 6«40td, <$T1 

Wi cTT?h faofi ^ srr^q wi Pifaymt Tta p*p 
fa STpqfa fmfa sftt farro 3NFT 11 'JiihPs 
fa. fam srr.mT.^t.'Rt. farfa -uwifa, spy 
arfmjyqr yft ^ 21 ffaf fa Rtm Tnfari 

fal fal 3TT$q TOT m Tsqfep W fa TOP TOP 
fa cpp -q% cm ^rmn t faTrmrt Tfrfa fafamr ^q Tt m 
trot fsrfy 0*1^4) fa *nfari 
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347T. 3TT. % trr^ HfeT : ^.ftt/st/st. ft 
TTTZm^T-13.— 


TTO : 

3IF« TOT 

ftsR : 


rr. 

: 

ftkifet 

Tfe : 

ftt^ISI 



* 



TOT. TT^r. ft 


Tift 


d.hv'S 

I 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 6 

20-2#2 

0 

02 

0 

0 05 

19-6^ 

0 

0! 

5 

0 04 '/ 2 


0 

03 

5 

0 09 Vi 


[ft. 12016/41 /2006-5#Rftt/#-| 11] 


aft. ^ ^rsfifr, zm Tfe 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3263. —Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest 
that for the transport of petroleum from ‘TPDD to 
Tatipakn-13 Interconnection" in the A.P. State pipeline 
should be laid by the Oil & Natural Gas Corporation 
Ltd. 

And whereas it appears that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right 
of user in the land described in the schedule annexed 
hereto. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in the 
Land) Act. 1962 (50 to 1962), the Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein. 

Provided that any person interested in the said 
land may object within 2! days from the date of this 
notification, to laying the pipeline under the land to the 
Competent Authority Oil & Natural Gas Corporation 
Ltd., Rajahmundry Asset/ K.G., Basin, Godavari Bhavan, 
Base Complex. Rajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh. 

And every person making such an objections 
shall also state specifically whether he wished to be 
hear in persons or by legal Practitioner. 

SCHEDULE 

ROU PIPE LINE FROM TPDD TO TATIPAKA-I3 
INTER CONNECTION 


State: 
District: 

Andhra Pradesh Mandal: 
East Godavari Village: 

Mamidikuduru 

Geddada 

R.S.No. 

Hectares 

Ares Centi Ares 

Acres 

Cents 

20-2B2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

I9-6C 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04'/ 2 

TOTAL 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 '/ 2 


[No. 12016/41 /20O6-ONG/D-111 ] 
O.P. BANWARI, Under Secy. 


M ferft, 7 3PPRT, 2006 

W.3TT. 3264.— m: #=#*4 ^FTTfe TO Wfa FtcTT t 
to 3ow* £-fe ft 3m.3ft/g. 

■9T^T TOSlfft-1 ft 14 ftft dtelM 1 4> l 8 

# foft WT rid W "fa STT# 7 ! ]JTTT 

3&* 33cT; TO TOtcf fen t fe ft# RTfel # fefe # 
fetTOi # ffe) ft ferfa *|fft ft wfe to 

3#4TOT ^RT fl 

3TcT*., 3R, feTfferq ftft fefe (^ ft 

mfcl # 3tf#FR TO 3T#T) 1962 (1962 TO 50) 

#t TTTCT 3 #t ^T-mTT (1 ) £TTT TO febl TOft 

H* fefej TOTOT ft -3TTft TO feftTOT 3}ffe TOft TO 

3TTOT 3Tm*T TTfT^RT fttffe feTO t : 

^rft fe #ft ft few feft ^rffe, m ftfft # 
ftlft HI^H RT53 fVwift # fciq 34T#n AufftTO’O fet cT^TT 
■rftr sfetn fefet aftr fttanw ttot TRnrftftrtrTO#. 

ftt. ftfftn 3ft.TTJt.ftt.ftt. ftfeftt TO, Tramfe, feTT 

fefttfRT fe fefe ft 21 ffef # ftfe TO TTTOTTI 

fe ftm 3nfe to# tottto TOffe to ftt tor fern 

t# TOT TO TO TOTOT ft 1# TOT#t T[TOTf TOfftcl'ld TOT ft TIT 
feftt farfft oqq^||41 fe TOfel 


TOT. 3ft. % trr^r RT^T : eKTSTfe-l ft dldlm^hl-14 
3ftt dldlm*bl-8 


7TOT : 

fftcil ; 

3TPV 

_f x o 

^ j ir,iqKi 

ft-sn : 

TTTcf ; 


°hf.£!l<n 

3tR. T^T. ft 


TTft 


TRT? 





1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

357/3 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

482/lftt 

0 

01 

5 

0 

031/2 

482/lftt 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

482/l^t 

0 

01 

5 

0 

03 V 2 

483/1# 

0 

07 

0 

0 

17 

484/2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

04 14 

484/3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

01 14 

501/1# 

0 

05 

5 

0 

1314 

501/1# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 



[mil—«P*S 3(ii)] 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

501/Z# 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

501/23$ 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

502/4# 

0 

01 

5 

0 

0* 

502/4# 

0 

0* 

5 

0 

11 

503/2# 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

503/3# 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

506/2 

0 . 

01 

5 

0 

0* 

509/1# 

0 

09 

0 

0 

22 

509/4# 

0 

09 

0 

0 

22 

#3? 

0 

66 

0 

1 

63 A 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

340/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 A 

340/3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

G2A 

510/1# 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

#4 

0 

08 

5 

0 

21 


[R 120I6/42/2006-3$q^#/#4II] 
New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 


S.O. 3264.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transport of petroleum from “KADAL1-1 to 
TATI PA K A-14 AND TAT1PAKA-14 TO TAT1PAKA-8” 
in the A.P. State pipeline should be laid by the Oil & 
Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 

And whereas it appears that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right 
of user in the land described in the schedule annexed 
hereto. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in the 
Land) Act, 1962 (50 to 1962), the Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein. 

Provided that any person interested in the said 
land may object within 21 days from the date of this 
notification, to laying the pipeline under the land to the 
Competent Authority Oi! & Natural Gas Corporation 
Ltd., Rajahmundry Asset/ K.G., Basin, Godavari Bhavan, 
Base Complex, Rajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh. 

And every person making such an objections 


shall also state specifically whether he wished to be 
hear in persons or by legal Practitioner. 


SKUHWEE 

ROU PIPE LINE FROM KAIMU-I TOTATIPAKA-14 
ANBTATIPAKA-8 


State: 

District: 

Andhra Pradesh Mandal: 

East Godavari Village: 

Razole 

Kadaii 

R.S. No. 

Hectares 

Arcs Centi Arcs Acres 

Cents 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

357/3 * 

* 0 

01 

5 

0 


482/IB 

0 

01 

5 

0 

03A 

482/1C 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

482/1D 

0 

01 

5 

0 

03 A 

483/1B 

0 

07 

0 

0 

17 

484/2 

0 * 

02 

0 

0 

04'/ 2 

484/3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

01 '/2 

501/1B 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 'A 

501/1C 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

501/2B 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

501/2C 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

502/4B 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

502/4C 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

503/2B 

0 

05 

0 

0 

* 12 

503/3B 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

506/2 

0 

01 

5 

•> o 

04 

509/1B 

0 

09 

0 

0 

22 

509/4B 

0 

09 

0 

0 

22 

TOTAL 

0 

66 

0 

] 

63A 


340/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 ’/ 2 

340/3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02’/ 2 

510/IB 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16, 

TOTAL 

0 

06 

5 

0 

21 


(No. 12016/42/2QG6-ONG/D-I11] 
O.P. BANWARI, Under Secy. 
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Rf 7 msa, 2006 

oRT.3TT. 3265.—RF: W TRTlTT #FT $ 

f# #kfifFF 4 RF 3TTOR*F t f# 3TFtf 3#?T JFH # 3TR. 

cTT^T #.TRl#. 15-23 3 #.#.TRT HI'IKIH cR7 

# %k ^ eTT^T kd cT«TT ^TRTNT FRT 

’5TT# dlflTO 

wfa Fkn i f# k# dif# # fe# # 

wfcsR # %k ^MN«5 3R^J# k #% 3 WlW 

33f^nr 3jf#r ^ttt i?i 

3R:, 3R, k#d4M afk TSfim RT?F dT^ (^ # 

wiW # 3rf#RT 3T#T) srfVfw?, 1962 (1962 50) 

#t mn 3 #) ^r-mn (i) frt ufrt 7Tf#r# ^ri tptFt 

oh^M «<=bl< k IR# 3H#M ^T[ 3lftRTR 3lt#F ^T[ 
3TW TORI 0.d<^KI #f#T f^RTT t I 

R7# f# SIR ^ 3 fF<TO ^ ?##T, 3RT *>#0 # 
WT dT^ 1#5# # fd^ 3n^7 TI^RT infant kd rT^TT 
yitfa* kn 3 ttrPt kmW ark ^Rid ttmut <mih‘P^ 

#. ifwi mVicrI m*, TMiyfo, srfa tot 

3Tf*RJdd #) cTRfe k 21 M# RtcR^RR^rm 

m kHT 3n^I ^F# RTdT FT ^rf#T ^TF # 
f# W RF RF ^TFFT t f# Rfpsrif ^rf#RF ^9 Tl ^ 
fa# fafa °4c|Ul4) # RNkTI 

3TTT. 3k. Tj. TJTfiT dT£R : kt.T^T.kt. 15-23 k ffaf# 


T^T. RRTT7TR 


TRR : 

3TTHI TOT 

#Fd : 



facii : 

^ kfarakt 

Rfa : 

'TFTRTR 


3TTT. TJR i 


TRf 

k*tiM 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

169/TO 

0 

08 

5 

0 

21 

146/4# 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

145/5# 

0 

13 

0 

0 

32 

145/1# 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

144/2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

243/TO 






TO#HM<i) 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

243/2#2 

0 

06 

0 

0 

15 

242/2V2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

242/2#l 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

181/1# 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

181/1# 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

181/1# 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

181/IF 

0 

07 

0 

0 

17 

181/2# 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

240/2 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

239/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

228/2 

0 

11 

5 

0 

28 

227/1# 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

227/2# 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

229/2# 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

229/3# 

0 

06 

0 

0 

15 

229/3# 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

229/4# 

0 ‘ 

02 

5 

0 

065 

213/1# 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

230/2# 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

230/2# 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

230/6# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

230/7# 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

224/1W2/1 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

222/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

its 

1 

26 

0 

3 

13 


TFTR : 

3THJ TOT 

Hsci : 


fadl : 

'fkiqiO 

7 TTR : 


31R. ttr. i 


TRf 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 6 

7/#2 

0 

05 

0 

0 12 

7/#2 

0 

OO 

5 

o 

o 

7TO12 

0 

V 

0 

0 02 

7TO41 

0 

02 

0 

0 05 

7/3TTf2 

0 

01 

0 

0 03 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7/#2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

7/^ 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

7-3TIT2 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

13/1# 

0 

07 

5 

0 

19 

13/2# 

0 

07 

5 

0 

18 

13/3# 

0 

09 

0 

0 

22 

i i/m 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

14/3#2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

16/4#2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

06 

16/4#2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

54/6X52 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

54/6#2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

16/5# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

16/5# 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

19/1# 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

19/2# 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

19/1# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

37/2 

0 

15 

5 

0 

38 

19/2# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

10 

19/3# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

"20/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02'/2 

20/2 

(encroachment) 

0 

01 

0 

0 

01 '/ 2 

33/2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

11 

32/3# 

0 

12 

0 

0 

30 

38/4# 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

58/1132 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

58/l#2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

58/l#l 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

57/1# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

57/1# 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

57/1# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

56/6133 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

56/6#2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

55/2 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

48/2 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

49/2#2 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

49/2X51/2 

0 

02 

6 

0 

05 

49/2X32/2 

0 

07 

5 

0 

19 

50/4132 

0 

03 

0 

0 

06 

49Z2#3 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

50/952/2 

0 

08 

5 

0 

21 

51/3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

51/2 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

51/4 







0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

#5': 

1 

69 

5 

4 

Mi 


: 


H'SCT ? 


■fa^TT : 


-m : 


3TR i 


1 $ 

4^54$ 



18/1# 

0 

06 

0 

0 

15 

18/252 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

16-9# 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

17/3# 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

17/4# 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

17/5# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

14/852 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

14/8#2 ;V 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

14/8#2 f , 

0 

03 

0 

0 

06 

13/3# 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

13/4# 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

12/2 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

13/9132 

0 

06 

0 

0 

20 

12/3 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I24/HT2 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

193/2TT 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

195/7# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

!94/3#2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

195/8# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

194/3# 1 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

I94/Z#3 

0 

01 . 

0 

0 

03 

194/2#2 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

194/1#2 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

1 94/4tt 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

172/4X52 

0 

14 

0 

0 

35 

197/2# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

197/3#2 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

198/2# 

0 

07 

5 

0 

19 

198/3# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

193/1# 

0 

07 

0 

0 

17 

191/21J# 

0 

05 

0 

0 

1214 

191/2## 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

191/2## 

0 

05 

0 

• 

0 

1214 

190/2# Wit# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

0114 

190/3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02'4 

186/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

185/1#2 

#TM## 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

185/2X5# 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

185/2XTZ# 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 
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0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

185/2^3 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

183/1XT2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

0214 

183/1#2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

183/3# 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

184/3# 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

226/1#2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

226/2X51 

0 

01 

0 

0 

0214 

226/l#2 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

226/2#2 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

226/3# 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

170/2X52 

0 

09 

5 

0 

24 

227/2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

169/1# 

0 

07 

0 

0 

17 

173/3## 

0 

01 

5 

0 

0454 

173/3## 

0 

01 

5 

0 

0454 

173/3# 

0 

00 

5 

0 

03 

173/4# 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

172/5X52 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

163/1# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

163/2# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

164/4# 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

164/6# 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

149/2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

03 1 4 

149/3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

01'4 

235/2# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

235/3# 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

236/2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

237/2 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

237/4 

0 

02 

5 

0 

0654 

237/3 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

237/6 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

238/4# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

237/5 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

13/4# 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 


2 

43 

5 

6 

05'4 


[# 12016/43/2006-3###/m] 


3fl.it. «h=ik 1 , 
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New Deflii, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3265.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transport of petroleum from “PSP-15 & 23 to GCS 
NAGARAM” in the Ai R state pipeline should be laid by 
the Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 

And Whereas it appears that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, itianecessary to acquire die right of 
user in the L»td described in die schedule annexed here 
to:— 

Now Therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of the Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in the 
Land Act, 1962 (50 of1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to aequire the tight of user therein: 

Provided that any person interested in the said land 
may object within 21 days from the date of this notification, 
to laying die pipe line under die land to the Competent 
Authority Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd, Rajahmundry 
Asset/K.G., Basin, Godavari Bhavan, base complex, 
Rajahmundry, AndhraPradesh. 

And ever person making such an objections shall 
also state specially whether the wised to be hear in persons 
or by legal Practitioner. 

SCHEDULE 

ROU PIPE LINE FROM PSP-15 & 23 TO GCS 
NAGARAM 


State : 

District : 

Andhra Pradesh 

East Godavari 

Mandal : 

Village 

Mamkhkuduru 

: Nagaram 

R.S. No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Centi 

Ares 

Acres 

Cents 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

169/1A2 

0 

06 

5 

0 

21 

146/4B 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

145/5B 

0 

13 

0 

0 

32 

145/1B 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

144/2 

243/12 

0 

01 

5 

0 

0$ 

(encroachment) 0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

243/2B2 

0 

06 

0 

0 

15 

242/2A2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

242/2B1 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

181/IB 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

181/1C 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

181/ID 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

181/IE 

0 

07 

0 

0 

17 

181/2B 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

240/2 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

239/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

228/2 

0 

11 

5 

0 

28 

227/1B 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

227Z2B 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

229/2B 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

229/3B 

0 

06 

0 

0 

15 

229/3C 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

229/4B 

0 

02 

5 

0 

065 

229/4B 

0 

02 

5 

0 

065 

213/lB 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

230/2B 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

230/2C 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

230/6B 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

230/7B 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

224/1 A/2/1 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

222/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

Total 

1 

26 

0 

3 

13 


State : 

Andhra Pradesh 

Mandal 

: Mamidikuduru 

District : 

East Godavari 

Village: 

Mamidikuduru 

R.S. No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Centi 

Ares 

Acres 

Cents 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7/K2 

0 

05 

0 

0 

.12 

7/G2 

0 

00 

5 

0 

OV 2 

7/H2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

7/LI 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

7/12 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

7/12 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

7/Q2 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

7-R2 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 


2415 GI/06—8 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

13/IB 

0 

07 

5 

0 

19 

50/4A2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

13/2B 

0 

07' 

5 

0 

. 18 

49/2B3 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

13/3B 

0 

09 

0 

0 

22 

50/9A2/2 

0 

08 

5 

0 

21 

11 /1A 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

51/3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

14/3D2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

51/2 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

16/4D2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

51/4 



• 



16/4E2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

(encroachment) 0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

54/6A2 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

Total: 

1 

69 

5 

4 

WA 

54/6B2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 







16/5B 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

State : 

Andhra Pradesh 

Mandal : 

Mamidikuduru 

16/5C 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 







19/1B 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

District : 

East Godavari 

Village: 

Pasarlapudi 

19/2B 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

R.S. No. 

Hectares Ares 

Centi 

Acres 

Cents 





- 


fr 



Ares 



19/1C 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 







37/2 

0 

15 

5 

0 

38 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

19/2C 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

18/1B 

0 

06 

0 

0 

15 

19/3B 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

18/2A2 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

20/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 'A 

16-9B 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

20/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

0V/ 2 







(encroachment) 






17/3B 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

33/2 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

17/4B 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

32/3B 

0 

12 

0 

0 

30 

17/5B 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

38/4B 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

14/8A2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

58/1A2 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

14/8B2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

58/1D2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

14/8c2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

58/1 Cl 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

13/3B 

0 

01 

0 

0 

10 







13/4B 

0 

01 

0 

0 

10 

57/1B 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 













12/2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

11 

57/1C 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 













13/9A2 

3 

08 

0 

0 

20 

57/ID 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 













12/3 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

56/6A3 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 













124/1A2 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

56/6B2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

01 













193/2A 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

55/2 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

195/7B 

U 

01 

0 

0 

03 

48/2 

0 

05 

5 . 

0 

13 

194/3B2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

49/2B2 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

195/8B 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

49/2 A1/2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

194/3C1 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

49/2 A2/2 

0 

07 

5 

0 

19 

194/2B3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 
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1 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

194/2B2 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

194/IP2 

0 

w 

0 

0 

10 

194/4A 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

172/4A2 

0 

14 

0 

0 

35 

197/2B 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

197/3C2 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

198/2B 

0 

07 

5 

0 

19 

198/3B 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

193/1B 

0 

07 

0 

0 

17 

191/2AP 

0 

05 

0 

0 

121/2 

191/2BP 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

191/2BP 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12-/2 

190/2 

Poramboke 

Encroachment 

0 

01 

0 

0 

01'/2 

190/3 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02-/2 

186/2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

185/1B2 

Poramboke 

Encroachment 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

185/2AP 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

185/2A2P 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

185/2A2P 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

185/2A3 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

183/1A2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02-/2 

183/1B2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

J83/3B 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

184/3B 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

226/1B2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

226/2A1 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02-/2 

226/1C2 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

226/2B2 

0 

01 

0 

0 

10 

226/3B 

0 

05 

5 

0 

14 

r 170/2A2 

0 

09 

5 

0 

24 

227/2 

0 

01 

S' 

0 

04 

169/1B 

0 

07 

0 

0 

17 

173/3BP 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04-/2 

173/3BP 

0 

01 

5 

0 

0414 

173/3C 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

173/4B 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 


1 

2 

3 

,4 

5 

6 

172/5A2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

163/IB 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

163/2B 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

164/4B 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

164/6B 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

149/2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

03-/2 

149/3 

(Encroachment) 

0 

01 

0 

0 

01-/2 

235/2B 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

235/3B 

0 

08 

0 

0 

08 

236/2 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

237/2 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

237/4 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06-/2 

237/3 

0 

02 

0 

0 

06 

237/6 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

238/4B 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

237/5 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

13/4C 

/ 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

Total: 

2 '■ 

43 

5 

6 

0 j 14 


[No. 12016/43/2006-ON Gill] 
O. P. BANWARI, Under Secy. 


^ 7 SUm, 2006 

<J»T.3tT. 3266.—"q?!: yctlci FlclT i? 

fa defect $ 4F i fa 3TFy 3^TTfHT^' 3TTt3Tt-g. 

WT <415*1 3TR/5te.q.qt. ^ 3TR."^5. d't* A^lfaqH ^ fa4 

4154 <4154 rT^TT Hi<j>fh«h "fa 31T4^T SRT >*lHl 

aft* 5fRT: W Wfa ifa t fa ^Rt ^ fa&ti ^ 
fa[ZR fa3 H45MN* ^fati WTt4^T 

3TfeR 3tf% 3TT3T44T tl 

3R:, 3m, frg t faqM 3?ft 73rf^TSf 41^ -*$* U 

^iT ^3TfimK ^3r^T) atfqfiqq, 1962 (1962^150) 

qft qTCT 3 qft (1 ) sro 'S^T * $***$ ^il#i qnct 

^ : HRnT% ^ WTPl &fam 3&&t ^T 

3FRT 3TTCTO 0,d^jSHI f^4T % : 

q?Rf fa -34rT ^ ^ TSifc, ^ 

41^4 cl 154 ^ 3ff$bT 'flSW 'Snf*i«6l^ ^ferf SW1 

fta 3n4VT ! f 5 miui $k ^Mid irqpT, tMinft; 

3f*R, *PR, <MWp*, 3IRJ 3J^T 

arfa^HTqft cflfol*Rft4l ■ 

afft %TT sn^T ^Tc-TT o4f4d "4F *lt 
f^^qt tr T^fami 1% ^fat '%&($ fafaum -$r 3 qr 
fqret fafa wm-Hiqt qft nmfdi 
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3TTT. Wff : % 3TTT^.^ 


: 

3TRJ 

#5^ : 



factt : 


: 



m, 




1 

2 

J 

4 

5 

6 

175/2# 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

175/31$ 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

175/3# 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

175/3# 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

175/3# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

174/8*$ 

0 

01 

5 

0 

01 

174/8# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

174/8# 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

174/8# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

174/8# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

174/8^ 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

174/8# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

174/3# 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

174/4# 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

173/1 

0 

03 

0 

0 

06 

173/2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

173/3 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

173/4 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

172/# 

0 

12 

0 

0 

30 

161/#(#^) 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

162/#(#TW) 

0 

20 

5 

0 

51 

144/# 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 


0 

75 

0 

1 

85 


• [# 12016/44/2006-#i£T#/#- III] 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 


S.O. 3266.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transport of petroleum from “RZAB to RZAA” in 
the A. P. state pipeline should be laid by the Oil & Natural 
Gas Corporation Ltd; 

And whereas it appears that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of 
user in the land described in the schedule annexed here 
to:— 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of the Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in the 


Land Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Provided that any person interested in the said land 
may object within 21 days from the date of this notification, 
to laying the pipe line under the land to the Competent 
Authority Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd; 
Rajahmundry Asset/K.G., Basin, Godavari Bhavan, Base 
Complex, Rajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh. 

And every person making such an objections shall 
also state specifically whether he wised to be hear in 
persons or by legal Practitioner. 

SCHEDULE 


ROU PIPE LINE FROM RZAB TO RZAA 


State : 

District 

Andhra Pradesh Mandal : Elamanchili 

: West Godavari Village : Yenuguvanilanka 

R.S. No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Cenii Acres 

Ares 

Cents 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

175/2P 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

175/3 A 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

175/3C 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

175/3B 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

175/3D 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

174/8 A 

0 

01 

5 

0 

01 

174/8B 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

174/8C 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

I74/8D 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

174/8E 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

I74/8F 

0 

02 

5 

0 

06 

174/8G 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

I74/3P 

0 

00 

5 

0 

01 

174/4P 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

173/1 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

173/2 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

173/3 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

173/4 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

172/P 

0 

12 

0 

0 

30 

161/P 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

162/P 

0 

20 

5 

0 

51 

144/P 

0 

01 

0 . 

0 

10 

TOTAL 

0 

75 

0 

I 

85 


[No. 12016/44/2006-ONG/D-III] 
O.P. BANWARI, Under Secy. 
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[RFTII—RF5 3(ii)] : 19,2006/^^28,1928 


M ft?#, 7 SPIRT, 2006 

W.3ff. 3267.-^: R**R # RF Tfol1 

ft? # q>ftd tf re suqvM t % arfer yfo i <mi str.#^ 
w??n5R#$-5'tftftfl-ii <bp ^fe p m ^ fr# wr 
srftft ^rt ^r# #fri 
afaaRT: R* TRlft #!I t fti ^Ht ?TT#* ^ ft^ft # 
TRto ^ ft# i^qw4 3^41 tf #fa 'jfR 3 jqqft ^t 
aqfaqnT STftfr *BRfT S T ftyqch fl 

aw:, are, sffc «Wwr en?=r ( ^ tf 

^ft^SjftpfTR^a#^) STfafwr, 1962 (1962 ^T 50) 
# rri 3 # ■ot-rri ( i ) sri jtcrt jjifacwT ^tt it#! ri# 
4) *4# tf e*l4 34*11*1 RJT SlftjqjR 3i(«ft1 <6# 'til 

3fFFTr srnrm Tj^n^ncr : 

ftp ~sm «jfa 4f f?d«.& #$ °C*1, *3R ’tf** 

#f^a^w^i»rfinFF^ s ’^r <rai 

ni<Z>ft]<t> 3U*iW, fW y l #* $«WSriPT, TRT£/ 

#.#. tfftPT #.T?T.#.#. «iftiqfr ‘m, TFSlFTfft, 3TFW TT^TT 
srftRj^TT # (TRt^r tf 21 ft## ^ftRRRR#™ 

#* T&T STOfft T*# *1TRT 1RT## ^ tft 7*>*R i#qi 
ft? w^hf tiwtii $ ft) sw# *j-iqif wrftro Tssq # # 
RT ft?# ftft MKKtitf) # RRkTI 




3TPT. #. % RlfR Wf 5 ! : 

tf#-5 ■& tf#-11 

TR*T : 


HSC1 i 

uqVn 


ftren: 

•tf #SWl(l 

Rft : 


37R. T^R. R 


Rtf 




1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

44M 

0 

08 

5 

0 

21 

42/1# 

0 

07 

5 

0 

18 

43# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

’■sfte* 

0 

17 

0 

0 

42 


pi 12016/45/2006-#q^/#-III] 
Sit. #. «inqi*l, 3T^T <Hpqq 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3267. —Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the.transport of petroleum from “Mori-5 to Mori-11 ” in 
the A, P. state pipeline should be laid by the Oil & Natural 
Gas Corporation Ltd, 

And whereas it appears that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of 
user in the land described in the schedule annexed here¬ 
to:— 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 


Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in the 
Land Act, 1962 (50 of1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein: 

Provided that any person, interested in the said land 
may object within 21 days from die date of this notification, 
to laying the pipe line under the land to the Competent 
Authority Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., 
Rajahmundry Asset/K.G. Basin, Godavari Bhavan, Base 
Complex, Rajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh. 

And every person making such an objections shall 
also state specially whether he wised to be hear in persons 
or by legal Practitioner. 

SCHEDULE 


ROU Pipe Line from Mori-5 to Mori-11 


State : 

Andhra Pradesh 

Mandal 

: Razole 


District : 

East Godavari 


Village 

: Irusumanda 

R.S. No. 

Hectares Ares 

Centi 

Ares 

Acres Cents 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

44/3P 

0 

08 

5 

0 

21 

42/IP 

0 

07 

5 

0 

18 

43/P 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

TOTAL 

0 

17 

0 

0 

42 


[No. 12016/45/2006-ONG/D-III] 
O.P. BANWARI, Under Secy. 


# ft*#, 7 3 pr<t, 2006 

CRI.3HT. 3268.—qo: e h , ^0q *K*hK Wl *15 ynld tAoi ^ 

ft? #*rgd tf w 3iiqy w» $ ft? sirer -gfoi te*t tf sir.#.^ 
WT W! # #.RR#-8 £#.RR. <Pf? ^IftRPT 

# ft# Wf cTI^T im cPdT yi^frl* rft? 3F#fa 3RT fta| 
■^*1# 

scfk 3RT: ,? ??‘ yold eldi ^ ftr cue'll ^ ^ 

yqj«H ^ ftft 31^41 4qqlq 

ZitfmK ^TT 3M7^ tl 

3RT:, 3W, #^3T -qi^T ^ (Sjft 

^ftft^3Tft^R^iT3T5ft) aqftfm, 1962 (1962^50) 

# **R13 #‘3 T T-«IRT (1) ^RT seif*# ^ 

«h*i{lq <H<q)K ^ ^iT 3ifqq»K 3Tf#T «h<^ "3RT 

afRRT 3TTCFT qd^fiKI 41pw ftRTT % t 

fti -35RT ®lft<r, $ 

ft(R 3T#R WT 3nf«ra#, ti«lT 
in®pfrR) 3n#T, PiHl y ( y'Hi*i <.iqi^r^ ^*)e/q). 
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ift. <mihPs, stth -r^t 

cfirt^r it 21 iMf ^ ^ 

sift t^FFI STT^T *+><4 qnHI FT! oq[*w qp it 4 >^mi 
f^> TOl "3F FF qiefli t? ^iqi^ oqPwnn F'F it Ft 

■RT fa# fafa ©qeRuit ^T^NkTI 


31^ 

3TTT. #. *J. c^TT^T : % tft.TTRtfr.-8 


{Mi : 

3TR* 

HSd : 


fsRF : 


-m: 


sm. ttr i 




q.'hs 

7^*4, 

1 

2 

3- 

4 

5 

6 

127 /nt 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

127/lFt 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

127/it 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

127/i£P 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

126/9it 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

126/# 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

127/4 

0 

03 

0 

0% 

08 

126/lit 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

126/2it 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

126/13 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

126/lent 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

124/12^ 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

124/14^ 

0 

00 

5 

0 

001/2 

124/16 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

124/15 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

116/2^ 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

116/3^ 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

116/5^ 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

116/^t 

0 

03 

0 

0 

‘ 08 

295# 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

296/lit 

0 

00 

5 

0 

001/2 

296/2T# 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

296/3T# 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 


0 

69 

5 

1 

72 


[R 12016/46/2006-3it^Rt/Ft-ni] 


#. it. «H«5|l(l, ST-sr ## 


New Delhi, the 7th August, 2006 

S.O. 3268.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transport of petroleum from “PSAPto PSP-8 EPS” 
in the A. P. state pipeline should be laid by the Oil & 
Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 

And Whereas it appears that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of 
user in the land described in the schedule annexed here¬ 
to :— 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (I) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in the 
Land Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein : 

Provided that any person interested in the said land 
may object within 21 days from the date of this notification, 
to laying the pipe line under the land to the Competent 
Authority Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., 
Rajahmundry Asset/K.G. Basin, Godavari Bhavan, Base 
complex, Rajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh. 

And every person making such an objections shall 
also state specially whether he wishes to be heard in 
person or by legal practitioner. 


SCHEDULE 

Rou Pipe Line from PSAP to PSP-8 EPS 


State : 

District : 

Andhra Pradesh Mandal : Allavaram 

EastGodavari Village : Bodasakurru 

R.S.No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Centi Acres 
Ares 

Cents 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

127/1C 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

127/1D 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

127/IE 

0 

01 

5 

0 

04 

127/F 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

126/9P 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

126/1P 

0 

04 

5 

0 

11 

127/4 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

126/1P 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

126/2P 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

126/13 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

126/1 OP 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

124/12P 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

124/14P 

0 

00 

5 

0 

001/2 

124/16 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

124/15 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

116/2P 

0 

01 

5 

0 

W 

116/3P 

0 

06 

5 

0 

16 

116/5P 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

116/ZP 

0 

03 

0 

0 

08 

295/P 

0 

01 

5 

0 

W 

296/1P 

0 

00 

5 

0 

001 £ 

296/2AP 

0 

01 

0 

0 

03 

290/3AP 

0 

03 

5 

0 

09 

TOTAL 

0 

69 

5 

1 

72 


tNo. 12016/46/2006-ONG/D-IITj 
O.P. BANWARI, Under Secy. 


14 3TTO,2006 

W.3IT. 3269.- 4^4 ^ <riW>fa l3qy 3Hq^4 > 

% -qsra^r 3 w*tt (tfo) #im 3 

gR<tiU || TF*T 3 Mw i 7WT ftwft TRVTft -4* 
Pl«WKH <rer TO fr jfeHW 

fri q flVH Rrlfta m T^F ft«IR M l gMd m tell 
^ifgU.; 

3^ *U4»K t$t MI5MHI5H ^ !l4lhatf 

^ fat* *t?TT t fr* ^ ^ ^ 

<JMN£ "$ qDia '3^?T’HI5 hcii^’ 1 f^ssi^, 

^PT MWiq -d4<tVl ^ 3rf^RPR ^PT 3T^T I^TT ^3JPL 

3^RT:, 3T3f, <£i(h *U3»TC, Q^fcUW 3^ ^Pf®! Mlgldl^ 
(^^W^^3TfWT^T3Ffa) 3rfM1WT, 1962 (1962 
^pt 50 ) ^ tiro 3 ^r-«iro ( 1 ) sro sifacwT ^t 
■SRT ta ’JpT ^ 49 4*1 ^ 3rftT«f>R ^FT 3T^fa 

^ 3R^ 3TT7TO Vlqwi ^TOft $; 

^ ^Tf^T, «fr 3*3^ Tf «5rf% *jfa 3 fero 
$, ^T rTTTte 3 f^RTOf ^T STf^RT ^ ^ TO ^ ITO 
yfd<ji ro*!R u l oRcii ^ <JH<n«*t «hu "^Icft "I?, Pt-i 

^ *farr ^ftr ^ ^ qi^Mdi ^T frreiq %q tto? 

^ 3rf*RTR ^ 3T#T ^ ^*3R1 3 $ft ?TI?T WT TOfTOSlfr, 
y^- HMir *n WT^H faTOK Mf<q|*HI, TOT 
SfilMftyH firlfHis, -^TTZ R. 590,3^,21^, 9><KNK-121001 
Cgfwn ) ^ ^r 4 3n^N ^r ^£tti 


7IP&W:^TO TF*t : gR^mil 


3*31 JJPT^SI^FT 






1 , 

63/20 

0.0170 

2 . ifFW'S*?? 

15/15 . 

0.0570 


[m U 31R-31015/91/2004-aRt 3TK-II] 


New Delhi, the 14th August, 2006 

S.O. 3269.— Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of petroleum products from 
Manglya (Indore) teiminal in the State of Madhya Pradesh, 
an extension pipeline to Piyala in the State of Haryana and 
Bijwasan in the NCT of Delhi should be laid by the Bharat 
Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the right of user in the land under which the 
said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described 
in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of the Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in the 
Land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein: 

Any person, interested in the said land described 
in the said Schedule, may, within tweftty one days from 
the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing 
this notification are made available to the public, object in 
writing to the acquisiton of the right of user therein for 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri LAL SINGH, 
Competent Authority, Mumbai-Manglya Pipeline 
Extension Project, Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, 
Plot No. 590, Sector 21 A, Faridabad-121 001 (Haryana). 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Hodal District:Faridabad State: Haryana 

Si No. Name of Village 

Survey No. Area in 


Hectare 

1 2 

3 4 

1 . Paingaltu 

63/20 0.0170 

2 Bhupgarh alias Tikri 

15/15 0.0570 


[F. No" R-31015/91/2004-0R-II] 
A. GOSWAM1, Under Secy. 
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gW 3frc 

18^1^,2006 

W.31T. 1947 (1947 

14) m 17 ^ TR^TR 3ft. T&. 

^ft.^fr W? ^ aft* *3^ ^ #3, 

3R[5re "ftf aflsi i Pl* ^ TRSRK ^AeilPWi 

3lteTWI/gR -«N4, 31$*KMK ^ T WR (tM WH 

1088/04) 5SHftK T 3Rcft t # 4vjft<l 4K<hl< 17-7-2006 
^ .IPcl-gsn «TTI 

lit 30012/9/97 3TT^3TK(f^T ) ] 
*ft. TpT, ^te, a*cR-Rfe* 
MINISTRY OF LABOURAND EMPLOYMENT 
New Delhi, the 18th My, 2006 

S.O. 3270.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1088/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30012/9/97-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIB UNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B.I.KAZI (BSC., L.L.M.) Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute.!Reference C.G.LT.A) No. 1088/04, 
Old (I.T.C.)No. 18/1998 

The Installation Manager, 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

Kandla InstallationP.O.Box No. 33 

Gandhidham ...First party 

V/s. 

The Unit Secretary', 

Petroleum Employees Union 
Kandla Unit 
C/o. BPCL Unit 

Kandla InstallationP.OBoxNo. 33, 

Gandhidham (Kutch) ... Second party 

APPEARANCE 

First Party Shn G.R. Thaker 

Second Party Absent 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India has referred the Industrial 
Dispute between the above parties by order No. L- 30012/ 
9197- 1R (I) dated. 18/03/1998 to this Tribunal for 
adjudication the terms of reference is as under. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Petroleum Employees 
Union, Kandla against the management of M/s. Bharat 
Petroleum Co. Ltd. Kandla, Gandhidham (Kutch) for 
restoration of Sunday allowances for the Performing duties 
on Sunday which was stopped from January 1996 valid, 
just and legal If so what benefit the workers are entitled for 
and what directions are necessary' in the matter. ’ ’ 

2. The second party was issued a notice to file the 
statement of claim by this Tribunal on 13/04/98.The date to 
file the statement of claim was 25/06/98. The appropriate 
Government has also directed the second party who have 
raised the dispute to file a statement of. claim with relevant 
document and list of reliance and witness to the Tribunal 
within 15 days of the receipt of the order. 

3. However, the proper opportunity was given by 
this Tribunal to file a statement of claim to the, second 
party. The second party failed to submit a statement of 
claim after 5 years & 5 months from the date of reference. 
Thus this Tribunal has reason to believe that the second 
party are not interested in the dispute. Thus the concerned 
workmen failed to prove this case. 

Looking to the above observations I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The demand of the Petroleum Employees Union, 
Kandala against the management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum 
Co. Ltd. Kandla, Gandhidham (Kutch) for restoration of 
Sunday allowances for the performing duties on Sunday 
which was stopped from January 1996 is invalid, unjust 
and illegal. The concerned workmen are not entitled to get 
any relief. The reference is hereby rejected for want of 
prosecution No order as to cost. 

Date: 12-01-06 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ 18 2006 

W.31T. 1947 (1947 

1 ST 14) m 17 ^ -tf, aft. ^ft. 
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w ]|3n m 

[R. ^-30012/93/2000-3tlf3TR(f^f^^) ] 
^ft. Tirr. -ifsfS' Rfcf? 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S,0. 3271.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.3 5 5/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial T ribunal-cum-Labour 
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Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30012/93/2000-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXXJRE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB.I.KA2I (B SC., L.L.M.) Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute (Reference C.G.LTA) No. 355/04. 
Old (LT.C.)Na 120/2000 

The Group General Manager, 

ONGC Ltd., Ahmedabad Project 
Chandkheda 

Ahmedabad ...First party 

V/s. 

General Secretary, Gujarat Petroleum Emp. Union, 

434/Gandhivas Naka, Gujarat Stadium Road, 


Sabarmati 

Ahmedabad. 

APPEARANCE 

...Second party 

First Party 

ShriNaidu 


Second Party 

Absent 



AWARD 



1. The Government of India has referred the Industrial 
Dispute between the above parties by order No. L- 30012/ 
93/2000- IR (M) dated. 10/11/2000 to this Tribunal for 
adjudication the terms of Reference is as under: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the ONGC Ltd., in terminating 
the services of Sh. Vimalbhai A,Dave w.e.f. 01/06/1996 
through contractor M/s. Rajdeep Group Mazdoor Kamdar 
Sahakari Mandli Ltd., is legal and justified? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled to? and whether the workman 
Shri Vimalbhai A.Dave was employed on prohibited 
category or not? If employed on prohibited category then 
whetherthe demand of the union for reinstatement w.e.f. 01/ 
06/1996 by ONGC Ltd., Ahmedabad with full back wages, 
continuity of services and all benefits as employee of ONGC 
is legal and justified? If what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

2. The second party was issued a notice to file the 
statement of claim by this Tribunal on 10/01/01The date to 
file the statement of claim was 14/02/01. The appropriate 
Government has also directed the second party who has 
raised the dispute to file a statement of claim with relevant 
document and list of reliance and witness to the Tribunal 
within 15 days of the receipt of the order. 

3. However, the proper opportunity was given by 
this Tribunal to file a statement of claim to the second 
party. The second party failed to submit a statement of 


claim after 4 years 8 months from the date of reference. 
Thus this Tribunal has reason to believe that the second 
party are not interested in the dispute.Thus the concerned 
workman failed to prove this case. 

Looking to the above observations I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The action of the ONGC Ltd., in terminating the 
services of Sh. Vimalbhai A.Dave w.e.f.01/06/1996 through 
contractor M/s.Rajdeep Group Mazdoor Kamdar Sahakari 
Mandli Ltd., is legal and just. The demand of the union for 
reinstatement w.e.f. 01/06/1996 byONGCLt'd, Ahmedabad 
with full back wages, continuity of services and all benefits 
as employee of ONGC is illegal and unjustThe concerned 
workman is not entitled to get any relief The reference is 
hereby rejected for want of prosecution. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 26-04-06 

Ahmedabad. B.I. KAZf Presiding Officer 

18 2006 

^r.air. 3272 .- 4^146 ftrarc 1 947 (1947 

*FT 14) 3ft mt 17 ^ aft, T Jji 

stftww** -h i q\m , sttmm ^ tor itm 

33/06) ^ ^ 17-7-2006 

STC11[3TT m 

[r ^-30012/4/2006 

4. spare ufNet 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 
S.O. 3272.-In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/06) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30012/4/2006-IR (M)l 
B M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAIXTJM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B.LKAZI(B.SC., L.L.M.) Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute (Reference C.G.tT. A) No. 33/06. 

Sh. V.K.Kothi 

Reliance Fire Brigade Services Pvt Ltd., 

Motikavadi PO Digvijayram 

Jamnagar 361 140 ...First party 

V/S. 


2415 GI/06—9 
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Shri Yasin R. Rathod 
C/o. Bhartiya Mazdoor Sangh 
17, Abhay Shopping Centre 
Opp. DSP Bungalow 

Jamnagar ... Second party' 

APPEARANCES 

First Part)' Present 

Second Party Present 

AWARD 

1 .The Government of India has referred the Industrial 
Dispute between the above parties by order No.L-30012/4/ 
2006- IR (M) dated 02-03-2006 to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. The terms of reference is as under: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of M/s. Reliance Fire Brigade 
Services Pvt. Ltd., Motikhavadi, Jamnagar, in terminating 
the services of Sh. Yasin R. Rathod, Fire Operator cum driver 
w.e.f. 02/03/05, without following the principles of natural 
justice is legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to?” 

2.The second party was issued a notice to file a 
statement of claim by this Tribunal on 06-7-2006.The 
second party has submitted an authority to represent the 
second party. By Ex. 3 the second party submitted an 
application to withdraw the reference and it was stated 
that applicant is satisfied and he does not w'ant to 
adjudicate the matter and prayed to allow the second party 
to withdraw the matter. 

Looking to the facts of Ex. 3 the Tribunal has allowed 
to withdraw the reference. Hence I hereby pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

Application Ex. 3 is hereby allowed. The second 
party' is allowed to withdraw the reference. The reference 
is hereby disposed of. No order as to cost. 

Date; 29-06-06 

Ahmedabad. B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

f^rlV, 18 2006 

^5T.3tr. 3273.3Tfafwr, 1947 (1947 
^71 14) rtET 17 ^ PrtRTT aft 

argsfrt fNR ^ TR37T7 artettfw 

srfWrirr, 3DWHI5 ^ 4NtS (wf 285/04) 

t, aft RTTR ^*ft 17-7-2006 ^tft W 

[7T. ReT-30012/85/99 3^3TR(f^fRrt)] 
RiT. tfaS, 


New'Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3273.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.285/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which w'as 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No.L-30012/85/99-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR-COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B.L Kazi (B.SC., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute (Reference C.G.LT.A. No. 285/04.) 
Old. (LT.C) NO. 39/2000 

O.N. G. C. Ltd., 

The Gr. Manager (P) 

Avani Bhaw'an, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) , ..First party 

V/s. 

General Secretary, Gujarat Petroleum Emp. Union, 
434/Gandhivas Naka, Gujarat Stadium Road, 

Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad ...Second party 

APPEARANCES 

First Party : Shri C. S. Naidu 

Second Party ShriK.P. Patel 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India has referred the 
Industrial Dispute between the above parties by order 
No. L- 30012/85/99- IR (M)dated 27-11-2001 to this 
Tribunal for adjudication, the terms of reference is as 
under: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Group General Manager, (P). ONGC Ltd., Baroda in 
terminating the service of shri A.S. Bhatnagar, Attendant 
Gr. I ONGC Ltd., Ahmedabad project w.e.f. 8-05-1998 in 
the grab of voluntary retirement is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief the concerned employee is entitled?” 

2. A notice was issued to the parties to file their 
claims. The Second party has filed the statement of claim 
by Ex. 13. The first party has filed the written statement 
by Ex. 16. However, the proper opportunity w'as given by 
this Tribunal to prove his case to the second party. The 
second party failed to prove his case. Thus this Tribunal 
has reason to believe that the second party is not 
interested in the dispute. Thus the concerned workman 
failed to prove his case. 


[Will—*3*5 3(ii)] 
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Looking to the above observations I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER : 

The action of the management of Group General 
Manager, (P), ONGC Ltd., Baroda in terminating the 
service of Shri A.S. Bhatflagar, Attendant Gr I ONGC Ltd., 
Ahmedabad project w.e.f. 8-05-1998 in the grab of 
voluntary retirement is legal and just. The concerned 
workman is not entitled to get any relief. The reference is 
hereby rejected for want of prosecution. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 24-01-06 

Ahmedabad. B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Rwfl, 18 2006 

W.3F. 3274,-4^^14) 1947.(1947 

c£T 14) cfft qRi 17 oft 3PJ*TC*T 4^4 4, 9/T. 4. 

4. far. 4 4 3tk ^344) =1)4^10 4 

#4, t4414^ 41^4 4H4)H 4^P l 4) 

^ T T4R (^tf wm\ 194/04) 
y4)lfyra f, *il ^#4 TR47R 17-7-2006 "STM 
?r3n *ni 

[tL tJ^r-30012/24/98 ^«!R(l4f44)] 
aft, 97T. ^C4'S, 3T4R 41144 
New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O, 3274-—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 194/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court. Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. Ltd. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-300I2/24/98-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNALnCUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B, L KAZI (B.SC., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute (Reference C.G.LT.A. No. 194/04). 
bid. (tT.C.) No. 112/1999 

ON.G.C.Ltd., 

The Gr. Manager (P) 

Avani Bhawan, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad(Gujarat) 

M/s. Lokpriya & Engg. Co-op. Society Ltd., 

308, Krishma Complex, Stadium Circle 
C.G. Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...First Party 


V/s. 

General Secretary, Gujarat Petroleum Emp. Union, 
434/Gandhivas Naka, Gujarat Stadium Road, 

Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad 

The Secretary 

Chandlodia Mazdoor Kamdar Sahkari Mandli Ltd., 

179, Ambica Krupa Society Ranip, 

Ahmedabad ... Second party 

APPEARANCE 

First Party Shri K. V. Gadhia, 

Shri Mahendra K. Patel 
Second Party' (Absent) 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India has referred the 
Industrial Dispute between the above parties by order 
No. L- 30012/24/98- 1R (M) dated. 20-4-1999 to this 
Tribunal for adjudication, the terms of reference is as 
under: 

SCHEDULE 

‘‘Whether the demand of Gujarat Petroleum 
Employees Union tliat die workman Shri Devi Singh Rathod, 
employed as Peon/ Messenger in prohibited category of 
employment in IRS, ONGC, Ahmedabad project, is entitled 
for reinstatement with effect from 9-7-1996 with continuity' 
of service through contractor and also entitled to be treated 
in direct employment of ONGC Ltd. w.e.f. 1-8-1994 is legal 
and justified? If so, to what relief the concerned employee 

is entitled?” 

2. A notice was issued to the parties to file their 
claims. The Second party has filed the statement of claim 
by Ex. 3. The first party has filed the written statement by 
Ex. 4. However, the proper opportunity was given by this 
Tribunal to prove his case to the second party. The second 
party failed to prove his case. Thus this Tribunal has 
reason to believe that the second party is not interested in 
the dispute. Thus the concerned workman failed to prove 
his case.. 

Looking to the above observations I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The demand of Gujarat Petroleum Employees’ Union 
that the workman Shri Devi Singh Rathod, employed as 
Peon/ Messenger in prohibited categoryof employment in 
IRS, ONGC, Ahmedabad project, is entitled for reinstatement 
with effect from 09-07-1996 with continuity of service 
through contractor and also entitled to be treated in direct 
employment of ONGC w.e.f 01-08-1994 is illegal and unjust. 
The concerned workman is not entitled to get any relief 
The reference is hereby rejected for want of prosecution. 
No order as to cost. 

Date: 13-04-06 

Ahmedabad. B.L KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3275.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Rdf. No. 424/04) 
of the Central Government industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006 

[No. L-30012/68/2001-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE I HE CENTRAL GOVERNMET OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 
PRESENT: 

Shri B.I. Kazi (B. Sc., L.L.M), Presetting Officer 

Industrial Dispute (Reference C. G.LT.A. No. 424/04) 
Old. (LT.C.) No. 90/2001 

The Group Gr. Manager (P) 

ONGC Ltd., Mehsana Project, Palavasana, 

Mehsana 

Mehsana (Gujarat) 384 002 ,. .First Parly 

V/s. 

Shri Sunil M Rajgore 
Bordi Falia, - 
Umreth, Anand (Guj) 

Anand388 220 ...Second Party 

APPEARANCE: 

First Party Sliri K. V.Gadhia Shri Mahendra 

K. Patel 

Second Party Shri Iqbal Patel 

AWARD 

1 The Government of India has referred the Industrial 
Dispute between the above parties by order No. L-30012/ 
68/2001- IR (M) dated. 27-11-2001 to this Tribunal for 
adjudication the terms of reference is as under: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Group 
General Manager, (P), ONGCL., Mehsana Project in 
terminating the service of Shri Sunil M. Rajgore Typist- 
cum-Clerk w.e.f. June, 1997 is legal and justified? If not, 
then to what relief the concerned workman is entitled.?” 


2. A notice was issued to the parties to file their 
claims. The Second party have filed the statement of claim 
by Ex. 6. The first party has filed the written statement by 
Ex. 10. However, the proper opportunity was given by this 
Tribunal to prove his case to the second party. The second 
party failed to prove his case. Thus this Tribunal has 
reason to believe that the second party' is not interested in 
the dispute. Thus the concerned workman failed to prove 
his case. 

Looking to the above observations I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Group General 
Manager, (?), ONGCL., Mehsana Project in terminating 
the service of Shri Sunil M. Rajgore Typist-cum-Clerk w.e.f. 
June, 1997 is legal and just. The concerned workman is not 
entitled to get any relief. The reference is hereby-rejected 
for want of prosecution. No order as to cost. 

Date :23-03-06 

Ahmedabad. B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ 18 2006 

^T.3?T. 3276.-3feftfiRifNetrc 3TfritWT, 1947 ( 1947 
^M4) TO 17 ^ ft, TRqRK 3ft. T^. 

fttft*' ft*' ftsfa* aft* <Rft» <+>4<=M*T ft*’ ftfa, 

amt* ft fftfe aftfttfw fro? ft aMfw 

3*friri>*^I 3 i^h^NK ^ (hrif fttsMi 73/04) 411 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3276.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No .73/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30012/65/97-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERN MENTOF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi (B.Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute (Reference C. G.LT.A.) No. 73/04 Old 
(I.T.C.) No. 22/1998 

The General Manager, 

ONGC(WRBC) 

Makarpura 
Baroda (Gujarat) 

ON.GC.Ud., 

The Gr. Manager (P) 

Avani Bhawan, Sabermati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) .. .First Party 
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K/s. 

General Secretary, Gujarat Petroleum Emp. Union 
434/Gandhivas Naka, Gujarat Stadium Road, 

Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad. ...Second Party 

APPEARANCE: 

First Party Shri K. V. Gadhia Shri Mahendra 

K. Patel 

Second Party Absent 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India has referred the 
Industrial Dispute between the above parties by order No. 
L-30012/65/97-IR(B-l) dated 17-03-1998 to this Tribunal 
for adjudication the terms of reference is as under: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of the ONGC, 
Ahmedabad project in denying employment assistance to 
the dependents of the deceased employee numbering 09 
(given below) under the scheme vide circular No. 103(135)/ 
77-RNT dated 30-05-1978 and 8th August, 1978 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the concerned persons are 
entitled to and from which date.” 

2. A notice was issued to the parties to file their 
claims. The Second party have filed the statement of claim 
by Ex. 6. The first party has filed the written statement by 
Ex. 13. However, the proper opportunity was given by this 
Tribunal to prove its case to the second party. The second 
party failed to prove its case. Thus this Tribunal has reason 
to believe that the second party is not interested in the 
dispute. Thus the concerned workmen failed to prove its 
case. 

Looking to the above observations I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of the ONGC, 
Ahmedabad project in denying employment assistance to 
the dependents of the deceased empldyee numbering 09 
(given below) under the scheme vide circular 
No. 103 (13 5)/77-RNT dated 30-05-1978 and 8th August, 
1978 isiegal and justified. The concerned workmen are not 
entitlea to get any relief. The reference is hereby rejected 
for want of prosecution. No order as to cost. 

Date: 084)3-06 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

ft veil, 18 2006 
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[R. Rel-30025/10/2006-^3TR(ft[t^^)] 


New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3277.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 180/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENTOF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM -LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. L Kazi (B.Sc,,L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C G.LT.A. No. 180/04 In Reference Na C G.LT. A.) 
No. 201/04. 

(Old. Com. No. 134/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99) 
G.G.Chaudhaiy 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. ....Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/ HR) 

ONGC Ltd. Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 .Opponent. 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant ShriR.C.Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is ihat the 
Reference is pending before the Honhle Tribunal C. G. IT A. 
No. 201/04 as a old l.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. Trying to modify' R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
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per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ AH/50/(l)/ 
2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure "B". 
Thus the intention of change of time bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per section 9-A 
and Schedule- IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that 
the Hon' ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite 
party to desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for 
electrical category workman without the consent of 
Electrical & Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized, 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension-assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence t he present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 
P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 


and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 15-02-06 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

18^nt 2006 

■^T.3tt. 3278.-3MfftT 1947 (1947 

14) qm 17 # 3FJOT ft, Wm 3TT. T£T. ftt. 
ftt# Wlcftt # ^ ftta, 

sFjftq ft ftrfe fwt ft 

# W WTT 354/04) ^ 

wfw wt ftl 7TTTR ^ 17-7-2006 ^ WG 
£3TT «Jtl 

[ft. t^T-30012/163/2000-3Tff^K (fafftft)] 
ftt. tTq. ftfsre, 3m 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3278.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.3 54/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30012/163/2000-IR (M)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRI B.I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute (Reference C. G.LT.A.) No. 354/04. 
Old. (LT.C.) No. 119/2000 

ONGC Ltd., 

The Executive Director, WRBC 
Makarpura Road, 

Baroda (Guj.) 

M/s. Raj Cyber Cafe Contractor 
28, Pravan Society Manjipur Road, 

Baroda-390009 
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M/s. S&S Enterprises 
A/11, 12, Rushi Enclave, 

Nr. Sapna Hall Makrapura 

Baroda390 009 ...First Party 

V/s. 

General Secretary-, Gujarat Petroleum Emp. Union, 
434/Gandhivas Naka, Gujarat Stadium Road, 

Sabannati, 

Ahmedabad ...Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

First Party ShriNaidu 

Second Party Absent 

AWARD 

I. The Government of India has referred the Industrial 
Dispute between the above parties by order No. L- 30012/ 
163/2000-IR (M) dated 30-11-2000 to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. The terms of reference is as under: 

SCHEDULE 

1. “ Whether the union Gujarat Petroleum Employees 
union has locus standi to raise the present dispute on 
behalf of the workman Mrs. Vinita R. Thakur allegedly to 
have been engaged as Assistant/Computer Typist/ 
Computer Operator in the establishment of ONGC Ltd. 
Baorda.? 

2. “Whether the contract between the ONGC Ltd. 
and the contractors M/s. Raj Cyber Cafe, Baroda and Mis. 
S.S. Enterprise, Baroda in respect of the contractual 
workman Mrs. Vinita R. Thakur is sham and bogus. 

3. “Whether the demand of the union in respect of 
the workman Mrs. Vinita R. Thakur for reinstatement in 
service and for absorption and regularization as 'direct and 
regular' employees in ONGC Ltd., Baroda is proper, legal 
and justified? If so, to what relief the concerned workman 
is entitled to and from which date and what other directions 
are necessary in the matter?’’ 

4. The second party was issued a notice to file the 
statement of claim by this Tribunal on 2-01 -01. The date to 
file the statement of claim was 01-02-2001. The appropriate 
Government has also directed the second party who has 
raised the dispute to file a statement of claim with relevant 
document and list of reliance and witness to the Tribunal 
within 15 days of the receipt of the order. 

5. However, the proper opportunity was given by 
this Tribunal to file a statement of claim to the second 
party. The second party failed to submit a statement of 
claim after 4 years and months from the date of reference. 
Thus this Tribunal has reason to believe that the second 
party is not interested in the dispute. Thus the concerned 
workman failed to prove this case. 

Looking to the above observations I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The demand of the union in respect of the workman 
Mrs. Vinita R. Thakur for reinstatement in service and for 


absorption and regularization as 'direct and regular' 
employees in ONGC Ltd., Baroda is improper, illegal and 
unjust. The concerned workman is not entitled to get any 
relief. The reference is hereby rejected for want of 
prosecution. No order as to cost. 

Date: 07-04-06 

Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

fonl, 18 ^ 2006 

w.air. 3279.-3 fte)fhsK srfaftmr, 1947 (1947 

14) riTCl 17 SFJRT 1 ! vk«hi<. 

^ •Rsrs p-mWl afo ^[chk)’ 

affiFFrin, 3HSH5MK ^ ■'^12 WIT 166/04) ^ 
wftTcT ^ ^ 17-7-2006 ^ WQ 

STTI 

[U 30025/10/2006 3n&m(fafari) j 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3279.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. I 66 / 04 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure.in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)3 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMET 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B.Sc., L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C G.LT.A. No. 166/04 In Reference 
No. C. G.LT.A. No. 201/04. 

(Old. Com. No. 120/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99) 
L.MRabari 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/ HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248 003 ......Opponent 

APPEARANCE 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriKV. Gadhia 
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ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, iii which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts Of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending l)efore the Honhle Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/(1)/ 
2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure "B”. 
Thus the intention of change of time bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per Section 9-A 
and Schedule-1 Vof I D. Act, 1947.Thus it is prayed thatthe 
Hon'blc Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change the service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts me that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Ho able Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify' recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 


recognized unions and A STD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have 
amicable settlement regarding the subject matter of the 
complaint. Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. 
No order as to cost. 

Date: 22-12-05 . 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

T? fyevfl, 18 2006 

^T.3tT. 3280.-3Ttejf»'R srfafym, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ m 17 T 3FJTOT 4}-sQq TRTO 3Tt. Tpt. 

wrTt ^ to x *44 >hI ■% 

arT^TOI, STFTOJid. T TO3 (TOf W&n 167/04) 
TOfyfiT TOTt i, W\ TOfa TOTt ^ 17-7-2006 W 
«TTI 

[73. Tet-30025/10/2006-33T^3TK(fTf^h) ] 

New Dcllii, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3280.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 167/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court. Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/20Ob-iR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 


- tn 
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anmorhe 

V0WE THE C0€1SAL GOVSIOtMXNT 
EWimiUALl«Bt0«AiL^lM4J^«m€OUKTAT 
AWBDARAD 

.PRESENT: 

SHRIB.l. KAZI(B.Sc.,L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Cum. C G.LTJL N* 167/W b* Reference No. 
Cj&lTjL No, 201/04. 

tOW. Com. Nos mmi*Mctwn& (LT.G) No. 120/99) 

J. M. Patel 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 
Mahesana-384002 ...Complainant 

17s. 

Tlte Director, (Personnel/ HR) 

ONGC Ltd. Tdbhavan, 

Dehradun- 248 W),3 .Opponent 

APPEARANCE; 

Complainant Sliri R. C Shidda 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. Tlie complainant has filedthis complaint under 
Section 33 A of tire Industrial Dispute Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
sen’ice in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent shotild be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R i& P rules fbf electrical 
category and tlie service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending beforetheHcm'bleTribunaiC.G.I.T. A 
No. 201/04 asaoldl.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
wUhoutthea>nsentofBectncal& Allied Staff Association. 
Tlie action will change tire service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the,present JR, .& P rulesafter completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. Tlie management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ AH/50/ 
( 1 )/2(H>2 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure 
"B". Thus tire intention of change oftime bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per Section 9* A 
and Schedule- IV ofl.D; Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that 
the Honble Tribunal shall issue anorder to opposite party 


todesistfor any action of modifyiagR&P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & 
AIM Staff Association and not, to change the service 
combtipnHdl the reference 120/99 is finalized 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4: By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint rsnot maintainable at law 
and the Hon 1 bleTribtmal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 

* is ill founded and made on assumption.The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is* not concerned workman and 
, alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
grotihd of apprehension assn mption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. Tltere is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.Hie averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not trike, lienee 
denied by the opponent. It is denied that the 
management is trying to modify recruitment and 
promotion rules with the other union. It is the privilege 
of the management to change of any rule. It is denied 
that there will be change of any service conditions of 
the Complainant. The management ball recognized 

* unions and ASTD for the discussion for changing the R 
& P regulations and the union is not recognized union 
and their union has not a legal right to say anything 
about R. &. P. Tlie complainant lias not produced any 
proof of contravention of Section 3 3 of the 1. D. Act. Thus 
it is prayed thatlhc complaint should be dismissed with 
cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 

' management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of tlie complainant regarding changing the R& 
P policy. Not only tliat the opponent lias not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infmetuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following 
order. 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence.this complaint is hereby disposed off No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 26-124)5 

Ahmedabad B. 1. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 


2415 G|/06—IQ 
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ft, 18^,2006 

3281.-3lW)R!«h GWK<MfMPB1H, 1947 (1947 
14) riET 17 T 

Wi?R ^ ^TST& M*I+T «b4«til<T ^ #3, 

spjaprtf PiR*e aflrilRwi fqqi<^ STfttqprrt 

168/04 ) W^lRfld TOt t, 
ririER 17-7-2006 Iran «T1I 

[U 3^-30025/10/2006-311^(1^1)] 
■sft tj?r. spp 'ef^r 
New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3281. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 168/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Q. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB.I.-KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Cum. C. G.LT.A. No. 168/04 In Reference No. C. 
G.LT.A. No. 201/04. 

[Old. Cum. No. 122/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99] 
K. L. Bhati 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana - 384 002 ....Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/ HR) 

ONGC Ltd. Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun-248 003 .Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years 
of service in one post will get the promotion to next 
higher post. It is the say of the complainant that change of 
time bound promotion policy is a change of service 


condition. Hence prays that the opponent should be 
ordered to desist from any action of modifying R & P rules 
for electrical category and the service condition should 
not be change till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hobble Tribunal 
C.G.I.T.A. No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C.No. 120/99 for 
adjudication. The management of O.N.G. C. trying to modify 
R & P rules without the consent of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association. The action will change the service 
condition of Electrical category workman who are involved 
in the reference. As per the present R & P rules after 
completing of six years, the workman is getting promotion 
to next higher post and it is the time bound promotion 
policy and it is also service condition of the workman. The 
management have intimated their intention of change of 
time bound policy to the union through conciliation officer 
vide file No. RLC/AH/50/(l)/2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is 
enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change 
of timebound promotion policy is change of sendee 
condition as persection 9-A and Schedule- IV of I.D.Act, 
1947.Thus it is prayed that the Hobble Tribunal shall issue 
an order to opposite party to desist for any action of 
modifying R & P rules for electrical category workman 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association 
and not to change the service conditions till the Reference 
120/99 is finalized. . 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hobble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption.The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is riot connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension assumption.The subject matter of 
present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule.lt is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant.The management call 
recognized unions and A STD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost, 
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5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the course complainant submitted a 
purshis by Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled 
with the management Hence the present complaint may be 
disposed off accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing theR&P 
policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed any 
breach of section 33. Thus there is ho violation of section 
33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become in fructuous and does 
not survive in law. Hence I pass the following order. 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have 
amicable settlement regarding the subject matter of the 
complaint. Hence this complaints hereby disposed of. No 
order as to cost. 

Date: 26-12*05 

Ahmedabad. B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

^ (Vth), 18 2006. 

M.OT. 3282,- afol lf* W> f W 1947 (1947 

14) tiro 17 ^ srpm ttofr aft 

3prtiti ftf 3flet)Ri+ 

3tfti^T°T 3TFTPMT^ ^ WIT .169/04) tilt 

IPfflftWI tiroft t, # 17-7-2006 ^ WZ 

13IT till 

[R. T^T-30025/10/2006-3T1^3IR (ftiftiti)] 
tit. Tpt. 4fq-s, 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3282.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (d4r of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 169/04) 
of the Central Government IndusffidlTVifeimal-cnm-Labour 
Court^Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure In the 
Industrial Dispute between the employes in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7*2006.. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 

' B M. DAVID, Under Secy.- 
ANNEXURE' • 

BEFORE THE OWTRALGOfVERNl^NTOF 
INDUSTRIALTRmtJNAM^-LABdtlRCXJURTAT 
AHMEDABAD 

< PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I.KAZI(B. Sc.,LL.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G.LT.A. No. 169tf 4 Inlteference No. C G.tT.Ai' 
- No. 201/04i ; =. 

(Old. Com. No. 123/03 In Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99] 

V. H. Patel ' ' ’ ■ 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Stiff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near SahkarlMagar, 

Mahesana - 3 84 002 ...Complainant 

v/s. "'' ' - * ; 


. The Director, (Personnel/ HR) 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehrandun- 248 003 * ....Opponent 

APPEARANCE:. 

Complainant : ShriR.C.Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service In one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion polity is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any actiop of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facttof the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Honble Tribunal C.G.I.TA. 

No. 201/04 as a old l.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. Tlie 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules , 
withouUhe consent of Electrical &, Allied Staff Association. 

The action wall change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the pn^nt R& Jp rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 

it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time hound policy to the union 
through.coociliatiqn officer vide tile No. RLC/ AH/50/(l)/ 
2002 on 15/05/2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure "B”. 
Tims the intention of change of time bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per section 9-A 
and Schedule- IV of.I.D Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that 
the Hon*ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party 
to desist for any actionof modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without thecotisenf of Electrical & Allied 
Staff Association and not to change tiie service conditions 
till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. T ^ 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to tile the 75 

Written Statement. ’ J 

"4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement 
The brief facts are that complaint ls hot maintainable at law 
and ffieHonble Tribunal has i» jurisdiction Tlie complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the 
I.D.Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is po( connected with the mpin reference. 
Hence the complaipt is required to be dismissed. The 
compljunris not maintainable at law. as it is tiled on the 
ground of apprehension assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (if C) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
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promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rales with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rale. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 
P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 Of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become in fructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Ahmedabad 

Date: 27-12-05 B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

foretl, 18 2006 

w.aff 3283 .- 4 fitPw> 1947 (1947 

14) ttRJ 17 '3T3*R°T 4f, «b*sO < t *K*t»K ’3ft 

^ *>4^kT ^ 41 ^ 1 , 

^ w (wf TO 170/04) ^ 
WPtfm wt i, ^ 17-7-2006 UT^T 

T|3n m 

[R 1^-30025/l(V2Q06-^TO(ftfatt) ] 
4t. TJR 3T3* Trf^T 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3283.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 170/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 


Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which 
was received bv the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)| 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRreUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I, KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G.LT.A. No. 170/04 In Reference No. C G.LT.A. 
No. 201/04. 

[Old. Com. No. 124/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99) 
T. V. Thomas 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana - 384 002 ...Conqalainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/ HR) 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehradun- 248 003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint Under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy* in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Honble Tribunal C.G. I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C.No. 120/99 for adjudication.The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. 
The action will change the service condition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
their intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
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through conciliation offioervide file No.RLC/ AH/50/fl )! 
2002 on 15/05/2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexute “B”. 
Thus the intention erf change of time bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per Section 9-A 
and Schedide-IV of LD.Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that 
the Honble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party 
to desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association and not to change the service, 
conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized; 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 

The brief facts are fiat complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Honfrle Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The compliant 
is ill founded and made cm assumption.The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Sections 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law; as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehensions assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made m the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that tlte management is. trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rides with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant.The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and them union has not a legal light to 
say anything about R. &. P The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 3 3 of the 
l.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. , 


ar^sht 3 fife affertfr wsgk sftafe 
sfem, ^ ttftf O&rr mm) ^ 

X ^ 17-7-2006 ^ WZ 

ttsn m ■ : 

[U T^T-30Q25/)0/2006-3^3tn (fafire)] 

■JQlTfcR, 3T^T?^r 
New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.o. 3284^-—In; pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dilutes Act 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govgrwamt hpirbyiaMbtorfiestheavvanl(Ref. No. 171/04) 
of the Central (knrgnrocntl ndw grial TribnnaLcum-Laboor 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N: G. C. and their workman, which iVas 
received by the Central Government oh 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)) 
B. M. DAVID. Under Secy. 

ANNEXWRE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMtNTOF 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOUKT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. 1 KAZT(B. Sc., L.L.M), 

; Presiding Officer 

Com C. G.LT.A. NoL 171/04 In Reference Na C G.LT.A. 

No. 201/04 


5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative af the complainant sutmutted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management Hence the presem complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to tte facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 

P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there i* no violation of 
Section 33 of the IndustrialDispufeAttby the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass the. following 
order: 

• i ' \j f :/ • •; V C * . t f * 

ORDER. 

In view of the feet of Ex. 6 tbe pswties hay® amicable» 
settlement regarding the subject matter of thecomplaint.. 
Hence this fximp tmnt is hereby riis yreari of No orderasto 
cost. 

Ahmedabad 

Date: 28-12-2005 B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer . 


(Old. Com. No. 125/03 in Refemce (LT.C.) No. 120/99] 
K. A. Patel, 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana - 384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. ... : 

The Director, ( Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd , Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant : ShriiLC. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shail not change timebound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
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post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Horfble Tribunal C.G.I.T. A. 
No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication.The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of Electrical category workman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R & P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion pol icy and 
it is also service condition of the workman. The management 
have intimated their intention of change of time bound 
policy to the union through conciliation officer vide file 
No. RLC/AH/50/(I)/2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed 
as Annexure "B.Thus the intention of change of time bound 
promotion policy is change of service condition as 
persection 9-AandSchedule-IVofI.D.Act, I947.Thusitis 
prayed that the Hon'ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical & Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon' bleTribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption.The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehensions assumption. The subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule It is denied tlwt there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant.The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the, union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
l.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 


management Hence the present complaint may be 
disposed, off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 
P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order. 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaints hereby disposed of No order as to 
cost. 

Ahmcdabad 

Date: 29-12-2005 B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

M fccrfi, 18 2006 

cRT.3ff. ’3285.-3tW)Pl-* STfttPttttT, 1947 (1947 

14) (JRT 17 4 4, 

4t,4> 4? 44 

srgsrir 4 4 

^ (tM 172/04) u 4 

wfTra wt wfR u 4 17-7-2006 w 

i|3n «ni . 

[4. T^-30025/10/2006-^31R(^i14tt)] 
4t, tnr 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3285.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 172/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, U nder S ecy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 
PRESENT: 

SHRIB. 1. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 
Com. C. G.LT.A No. 172/04 In Reference No. C. G.LTA. 
No. 201/04. 

[Old. Com. No. 126/03 in Refemce (LT.C.) No. 120/99] 
G.P. Solanki, 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana - 384 002 ...Complainant 

VA 
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The Director, ( Personnel/ HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Tclbhavan, 

Dehrandun- 248 003 .Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant ShriRC.Shukla 

Opponent ShriKVGadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes Six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying RA P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon We Tribunal C G I- T 
A. No. 201A)4 as a old I. T C.No. 120/99 for adjudication.The 
management of O.N.G.C. trying to modify RAP rules 
without the consent offilectrical A Allied Staff Association 
The action will change the service t&ndition of Electrical 
category workman who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present RAP rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is alsoservice 
condition of the workman. The management have intimated 
t heir intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No. RL£/ AH/50/( I)/ 
2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. 
Thus the intention of change of time bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per section 9-A 
andSchedute-lV of I. D, Act, 1947.Thus.it is prayed thatthe 
Hon'ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R A P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical A 
Allied Staff Association and not to change the service 
conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon' bleTribunalhas no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption.The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension-assumptionThe subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the othere 


union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule.lt is denied thatthere will be change of any service 
. cqnditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized uftioni and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the RAP regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R A. P. The, complainant has not 
produced any proof pf contravention of section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
(fismissed with cosfc : - ? 

5. During the "course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R A 
P policy. Not only that the opponent has npt committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become in fructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass thefol lowing 
order. 

ORDER 

In view of thq feet of EX. 6 the parties have ami¬ 
cable settlement regarding the subject matter of the 
complaint. Hence this compliant is hereby disposed of. No 
order as to cost. Y ' 

Date; 08-02-06 ' 

Court Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

M 18 2006 

fffafoR, 1947- (1947 

i4) Wtura 17 aft. 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3286*—Jrt Pursuance of section 17* of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 173/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribonal-cum-Labour 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
receivedbv the Central Government on 17-7-2006 

(No. L-30025/1D/2006-IR (M)J 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-OJM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M.), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.LT.A. No. 173/04 in Reference No. C.GXT.A. 
No. 201/04 

(Old. Com. No. 127/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99) 

M.K. Soni 

CJo. ON GC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana- 384002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/ HR), 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun- 248 003 .. .Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant ShriRC.Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes*Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the c o mp lai naiht that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R &P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal C.G.l. 
T. A. No. 201/04 as anold I.T.C. No. 120/99 for adjudication. 
The management of O.N. G.C. trying to modify R & P rules 
without the consent of electrical & Allied Staff 
Association. The action will change the service condition 
of electrical category woikman who are involved in the 
reference. As per the present R&P rules after completing 
of six years, the workman is getting promotion to next 
higher post and it is the time bound promotion policy and 
it is also service condition of* the workman. The 
management have intimated their intention of change of 
time bound policy to the union through conciliation officer 
vide file No. RLC7AH/50/(l)/2002 on 154)5-2002 a copy is 
enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change 
of time bound promotion policy is change of service 
condition as per Section 9-A and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 
1947. Thus it is prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal shall 
issue an order to opposite party to desist for any action 


of modifying R&P rules for electrical category workman 
without the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff 
Association and not to change the service conditions till 
the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption.The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of section 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension assumption.The subject matter of 
present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant.The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representativ e of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R&P policy. Not only that the opponent has not 
committed any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no 
violation of Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by 
the opponent. Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become 
infructuous and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 08-02-06 

Ahmedabad B. 1. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 
S.O. 3287.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 175/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tnbunal-cum-Labour 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of 0. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 
PRESENT; 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. CG.LT.A No. 175/04 in Reference No. CG.LT.A 
No. 201/04 

[Old. Com. No. 129/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/99] 

V.B. Patel, 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar. 

Mahesana - 384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director (Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd. Telbhavan, 

Dehradun- 248 003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant : ShnRC. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. VGadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, Sraying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post.* It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 


Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that4he 
reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal 
C.G.I.T.A. No. 201/04 as an old I.T.C.No. 120/99 for 
adjudication.The management of O.N.G.C. trying to 
modify R & P rules without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association. The action will change the 
service cpndition of electrical category workman who are 
involved in the reference. As per the present R & P rules 
after completing of six years, the workman is getting 
promotion to next higher post and it is the time bound 
promotion policy and it is also service condition of the 
workman. The management have intimated their intention 
of change of time bound policy to the union through 
conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( l)/2002 on 
15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus the 
intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I. D. Act, 1947.Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association and not to change the service 
conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’bte Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of section 33 of the I D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension assumption.The subject matter of 
present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the Onion is not 
recognizedunion and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost 


2415 Gl/06—11 
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5. During the course of adjudication the . 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that,the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 

P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6. this complaint become in fiructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date; 10-02-06 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

Ffcvfl, 18 2006 
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Tn?. sm ■pfe 
New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3288. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No, 174/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT; 

SHR1 B. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G.LT.A. No. 174/04 in Reference No. C. G.LT.A. 
No. 201/04. 

[Old. Com. No. 128/03 in Reference (LT.C.) No. 120/991 
Dilip A. Patel 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana - 384 002 ....Complainant 


V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/ HR) 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Deliradun- 248 003 ... Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Sliri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post, It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal 
C.G.l.T. A. No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C.No. 120/99 for 
adjudication. The management of O.N.G.C. trying to 
modify R & P rules without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association. The action will change the 
service condition of Electrical category workman who 
are involved in the reference. As per the present R & P 
rules after completing of six years, the workman is getting 
promotion to next higher post and it is the time 
bound promotion policy and it is also service condition 
of the workman. The management have intimated their 
intention of change of time bound policy to the union 
through conciliation officer vide file No, RLC/AH/50/(1)/ 
2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure B. 
Thus the intention of change of time bound promotion 
policy is change of service condition as per Section 9A 
and Schedule-IV of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that 
the Honble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party 
to desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for 
electrical category workman without the consent of 
Electrical & Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is fina lized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law' 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption.The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of section 33 of the l.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension assumption.The subject matter of 
present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in tire complaint are not true, hence deiued 
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by the opponent . It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of ary service 
conditions of the complainant. The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. ' During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear s ' 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 

P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
Section 33 of. the Industrial Disputes Act by the 
opponent. Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become in 
fructuous and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

I n view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 

cost. • 

Date: 09-02-06 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

M 18 2006 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3289.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 176/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-LabOur 
Court Ahmedabad as. shown in the annexure in tfye 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O. N. G. C. andtheir workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 

B M. DAVID, Under Secv 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE 

INDUSTRIAL TRHIimAL-tTJM-LABOlJR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB I. KAZ1(B. Sc., L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G.LT.A. No. 176/D4 In Reference No. G G.LT.A. 
No. 201/04, 

[Old. Com. No. 130/03 in Refemce (LT.C.) No. 120/99] 
OP. Pandey, 

C/6. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana - 384’ 002 ...Complainant 

V/S... 

The Director, (PersonnelfHR) 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehradun- 248003 ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant ShriR. C. Shukla 

Opponent ; : ' ' Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

? 1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shad net. change time bound promotion 
policy; in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of mqdifying R& P rules for electrical 
category«aRd the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. . 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hptv'ble Tribunal 
C.G.I.T. A. No. 2.01/04 as a old l.T.C.No. 120/99 tor 
adjudication.The management of O.N.G.C. trying to 
modify R & P rill es* without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association. The action will change the 
service condition of Electrical category workman who are 
involved in the reference. As per the present R & P rules 
after completing of six years, the workman is getting 
promotion to next higher post and it is the timebound 
promotion policy and it is also service condition of the 
workman. The management have intimated their intention 
of change of time bound polity to the union through 
conciliation officer vrife file No. RLC/AH/50/(1)/7002 oh 
15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B‘\ Thus the 
intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per Section 9A and 
Schedule-IV oTI. D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
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Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association and not to change the service 
conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 

The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon'ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption.The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension assumption.The subject matter of 
present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (1TC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is die privilege of the management to change of 
any rule.lt is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant.The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
J.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. , 

5. During the. course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P policy. Not only that the opponent has not 
committed any breach of section 33. Thus there is no 
violation of section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by 
the opponent. Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become 
infructuous and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the partieshave amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaints hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 10-02-06 

Ahmedabad B. 1. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii>] 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3290. —In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 177/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M» 
B. M. DAVID, UndCr Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN ALCUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHR1B. 1. KAZI (B.Sc., L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G.I.T.A. No. 177/04 In Reference No. C. G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04. 

(Old. Com. No. 131/03 in Reference (I-T.C.) No. 120/99] 
M.N.G. Joshi, 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana - 384 002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/ HR) 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehradun- 248 003 .Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent Shri KV. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
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service in one post Hill get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal 
C.G.I.T.A. No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for 
adjudication.The management of O.N.G.C. trying to 
modify R & P rules without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association. The action will change the 
service condition of Electrical category workman who are 
involved in the reference. As per the present R & P rules 
after completing of six years, the workman is getting 
promotion to next higher post and it is the time bound 
promotion policy and it is also service condition of the 
workman. The management have intimated their intention 
of change of time bound policy to the union through 
conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/( l)/2002 on 
15 4)5-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus the 
intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as persection 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I D. Act, 1947.Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon'ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association and not to change the service 
conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon'ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption.The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension—assumption.The. subject matter 
of present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any 
service conditions of the complainant. The management 
call recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R. &. P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 


5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6 . Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P policy. Not only that the opponent has not 
committed any breach of section 33. Thus there is no 
violation of section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by 
the opponent. Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become 
infructuous and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subjecjt matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 10-02-06 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

18-^TT^, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 
S.O. 3291.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 178/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIBJ. KAZI (B. Sc., LX.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G.LT.A. No. 178/04 In Reference No. C. GXT.A. 
No. 201/04. 
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[Old. Com. No. 132/03 in Reference (XT. C.) No. 120/99] 
G.L. Patel, 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near SahkarNagar, 

Mahesana - 384002 ...Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/ HR) 


ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan. 
Dehradun- 248 003 

...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 


Complainant 

Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent 

Shri K. V. Gadhia 


ORDER 


1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the sav of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
ill the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal 
C.G.I.T.A. No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C.No. 120/99 for 
adjudication. The management of O.N.G.C. trying to 
modify R & P rules without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association. The action will change the 
service condition of Electrical category workman who are 
involved in the reference. As per the present R & P rules 
after completing of six years, the workman is getting 
promotion to next higher post and it is the time bound 
promotion policy and it is also sendee condition of the 
workman. The management have intimated their intention 
of change of time bound policy to the union through 
conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/50/(l)/2002 on 
15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus the 
intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as per section 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of I. D. Act, 1947.Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category workman without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association and not to change the service 
conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law 
and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 


not contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the I D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed The 
complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension assumption.The subject matter of 
present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference.The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is try ing 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there w ill be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant.The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 3 3 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it iS clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 
P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaints become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaiht. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 13-02-06 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2 006 

S.O. 3292.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 179/04) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-L^bour 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O.N. G. C. and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/I0/2006-IR(M)] 

3. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZ1 (B. Sc., L.L.M), 

Preseding Officer 

Com. C. G.LT.A. No. 179/04 in Reference No. C. 
G.LT.A. No. 201/04. 

(Old. Com. No. 133/03 in Reference (I.T.C.) No. 120/99) 

P N Shah, 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pushpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana - 384 002 “ ....Complainant 

V/S. .. ■ " 

The Director, ( Personnel/HR), 

ONGC Ltd, Terfbhavan, • 

6ehradun- 248 003 .Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant Shri R C. Shukla 

Opponent ShriK. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 3 3 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in;which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays thatthe opponent should be ordered to desist 
from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category' and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon'ble Tribunal 
C.G.l.T.A. No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C.No. 120/99 for 
adjudication.The management of O.N.G.C. trying to 
modify R & P rules without the consent of Electrical & 
Allied Staff Association. The action will change the 
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service condition of Electrical category workman who are 
involved in the reference. As per the present R & P rules 
after completing of six years, the workman is getting 
promotion to next higher post and it is the time bound 
promotion policy and it is also service condition of the 
w orkman. The management have intimated their intention 
of change of time bound policy to the union through 
conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/AH/5G/(1 )/2002 on 
15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus the 
intention of change of time bound promotion policy is 
change of service condition as persection 9-A and 
Schedule-IV of 1. D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that the 
Hon'ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite party to 
desist for any action of modifying R & P rules for 
electricalcategory workman without the consent of 
Electrical & Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice was issued to the opppnent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
•The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at law r 
and the Hon'ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The complaint 
is ill founded and made on assumption. The opponent has 
not contravened any provisions of sections 33 of the I.D. 
Act. The complainant is not concerned workman and 
alleged dispute is not connected with the main reference. 
Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. The 
complaint is not maintainable at law; as it is filed on the 
ground of apprehension assumption.The subject matter of 
present complaint is not connected with the pending 
Reference (ITC) No. 120/99, There is no such demand 
promotion in the main reference. The averments and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence denied 
by the opponent. It is denied that the management is trying 
to modify recruitment and promotion rules with the other 
union. It is the privilege of the management to change of 
any rule. It is denied that there will be change of any service 
conditions of the complainant.The management call 
recognized unions and ASTD for the discussion for 
changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognized union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the 
I.D. Act. Thus it is prayed tHat the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the 
representative of the complainant submitted a purshis by 
Ex. 6 and it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be disposed 
off accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there is no 
grievance of the complainant regarding changing the R & 
P policy. Not only that the opponent has not committed 
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any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settl ement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint hereby disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 14-2-2006 

Ahmedabad B. 1. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

18 2006 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3293.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 58/05) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30G25/10/2006-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GO WRNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. GG.I.T.A. No. 58/05 In Reference C.G.I.T.A. 

No. 1476/04 

Shalish Kumar J. Patel, 

ONGCE Employees Mazdoor Sabha 
Sharm Sadhana, Opp. Police Parade Ground, 

Raopura Baroda. ...Complainant 

V/s. 


Executive Director, 

ONGCL,.WRWC,Makarpura Road, 

Baroda. 

The py. Group General Manager, 

I/c.HereONGC 
Regional Office, W.R. 

Makarpura Road, 

Baroda 

Executive Director, 

ONGC, Mehsana Asst. 

KDM Bhavan, Palavasna, 

Mehsana, North Gujarat. ...Opponent 



APPEARANCE: 

Complainant 

: ShriG.K.PiIlai 

Opponent 

Shri Ajaya Mehta, 
Shri K. V. Gadhia 


ORDER 


* 1. The complainant has filed this compliant in 
Reference C.G.I.T.A No. 1476/04 against the opponent 
under section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act, and prayed 
that the respondent employers may be directed to reinstate 
the above workman with immediate effect on the same terms 
and condition as existed on 31 -12-2004 with*full benefit of 
back wages and other benefits. And to pay subsistence 
allowances from the date of such removal from till this 
complaint is decided and final order passed by this Tribunal. 
The brief facts are that the appointment of these employees 
were on fixed terms basis which are illegal and unlawful. 
After following the regular selection process and the 
appointments were against permanent vacancies. 
Discontinue of employment during the pendency of the 
proceeding before the Tribunal, amount to change of service 
condition as envisaged in section 33 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. There was contravention of section 33 and 
terminated in breach of standing orders. The works is of 
perennial natural section 25 F was not followed and the 
services of the complainant cannot be ended without 
following due process of law. Thus he prays as per para 17 
of the complainant. By Ex. 2 interim relief application was 
given. A notice was issued to the respondent by Ex. 3. 
And by Ex. 5 the opponents submitted the written 
statement. The brief facts of written statement are that the 
tenure basis appointment was given for 4 years, as per the 
recruitment of the opponents. It was known to the 
appointees and in the appointment order it was specifically 
mentioned. Thus the averments made in the complaint were 
denied by the opponents. It is prayed that the complainant 
is not entitled to get any relief, hence it shall be rejected 
with cost. 

2. During the course of proceeding by Ex. 7. The 
complainant gave an application to the withdraw the 
complaint. 




UHl «F 


i « umm ■■ <■ •>i imi ** m 1n> ■>» 


i i<i <i 



7253 


m&mvm :* m 119,2006/w^i 28,1928 


[qFTH-DPg 3(ii)] 

3: Looking to the facta of Ex. 7,theeosnp*amant was \ 
allowed to withdraw the complaint Hence, I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the 
complaint The complaint is disposed of No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 25-10-2005 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006, 

S.O. 3294.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Kef. No. 57/05) 
of the Central Government IndustrialTribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Go v er nm e nt on 17-7-2Q06. 

{No. L-30025A0/2006-IR (M)] 
B. M DAVH5* Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CE?mtAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAW^UM-LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc, L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C G.LXA. No. 57/05 hi Reference GG.IXA. No. 
1476/04 

Shalish Kumar J. Patel, 

ONGCE. Employees MazdoorSabha 
Sharm Sadhana, Opp. Police Parade Ground, 

Raopura Baroda. .Co mplainant 

V/s. 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL, WRWC, MakaipuraRoad, 

Baroda 


The Dy. Group General Manager 

I/c.HercONGC 

Regional Office, W.R. 

MakarpuraRaod, Baroda. 

Executive Director, 

ONGC, Mehsana Asst 
KDM Bhavan, Palavasna, 

Mehsana, North Otgarat ...Opponent 

APPEARANCE: 

Complainant ShriG.KPiHai 

Opponent ShriAjay Mehta, 

ShriK. V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this compliant in 
Reference C.G.I.T.A No. 1476*14 against the opponent 
under section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act, andprayed 
that the respondent employers may be directed to reinstate 
the aboveworkman with immediate effect on the same terms 
and condition as existed on 31-12-2004 with full benefit of 
back wages and other benefits- And to pay subsiste n ce 
allowances from the date of such removal from till fins 
complaint is decided and final order phteedby fids Tribunal 
The brief facts are that the appointment ofthese employees 
were on fixed terms basis which are illegal and unlawful 
After following die regular selection process and the 
appointments were against permanent vacancies. 
Discontinue of employment during the pendency of the 
proceeding before the Tribuiud^ amount to change of service 
condition as envisaged in section 33 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. There was contravention %f section 33 and 
terminated in breach of standing orders. The works is of 
perennial natural section 25 F was not followed and the 
services of the complainant cannot be ended without 
following due process of law. Thus he prays as per para 17 
of the complainant. By Ex. 2 interim relief application was 
given. A notice was issued to the respondent by Ex, 3. 
And by Ex. 5 the opponents submitted the written 
statement The brief feds of written statement are that the 
tenure basis appointment Was given for 4 years, as per the 
recruitment of the opponents. It was known to the 
appointees and in the appointment order it was Specifically 
mentioned. Thus the averments made in the complaint were 
denied by the opponents. It is prayed that the compimiiant 
is not entitled to get any relief, hence it shall be rejected 
with cost 

2. During the course of proceeding by Ex. 7. The 
complainant gave an application to the withdraw the 
complaint 

3. Looking to the facts of Ex. 7, the complainant was 
allowed to withdraw the complaint Hence, 1 hereby pass 
the following order . 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the 
complaint. The complaint is disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 25-1005 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, PresidingOfficer 
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New Delhi, die 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3295.—Ii\ pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 56/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

SHRIB. I. KAZI (B. Sc., L.L.M), 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C. G.LT.A. No. 56/05 (in Reference No. 
C.G.LT.A. No. 1476/04) 

Jagdish Kumar H. Barot 

ONGCE Employees Mazdoor Sabha 

Sharm Sadhana, Opp. Police Parade Ground, 

RaopuraBaroda ...Complainant 

V/s. 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL WRWC, Makarpura Road, 

Baroda. 

The Dy. Group General Manager, 

I/c.HereONGC 
Regional Office, W.R. 

Makarpura Raod, Baroda. 

Executive Director, 

DNGC, Mehsana Asst. 

CDM Bhavan, Palavasna, 

dehsana, North Gujarat, ...Opponent 


APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri G. K. Pillai. 

Opponent : Shri Ajay Mehta, 

Shri K. V. Gadhia. 

ORDER 

1 . The complainant has filed this complaint in 
Reference C.G.I.T.A. No. 1476/04 against the opponent 
under section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act, and prayed 
that the respondent employers may be directed to 
reinstate the above workman with immediate effect on 
the same terms and condition as existed on 31-12-2004 
with full benefit of back wages and other benefits. And 
to pay subsistence allowances from the date of such 
removal from till this complaint is decided and final order 
passed by this Tribunal. The brief facts are that the 
appointment of these employees were on fixed terms 
basis which are illegal and unlawful. After following the 
regular selection process and the appointments 
were against permanent vacancies. Discontinue of 
employment during the pendency of the proceeding 
before the Tribunal, amount to change of service 
condition as envisaged in Section 33 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. There was contravention of Section 33 and 
terminated in breach of standing orders. The works is of 
perennial natural Section 25 F was not followed and the 
services of the complainant can not be ended without 
following due process of law. Thus he prays as per para 
17 of the complainant. By Ex. 2 interim relief application 
was given. A notice was issued to the respondent by 
Ex. 3. And by Ex. 5 the opponents submitted the written 
statement. 

The brief facts of written statement are that the 
tenure basis appointment was given for 4 years, as per 
the recruitment of the opponents. It was known to the 
appointees and in the appointment order it was 
specifically mentioned. Thus the averments made in the 
complaint were denied by the opponents. It is prayed 
that the complainant is not entitled to get any relief, hence, 
it shall be rejected with cost. 

2. During the course of proceeding by Ex. 7. The 
complainant gave an application to the withdraw the 
complaint. 

3. Looking to the facts of Ex. 7, the complainant was 
allowed to withdraw the complaint. Hence, I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the 
complaint. The complaint is disposed off. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 24-10-2005 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O 3296. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central Gov¬ 
ernment hereby.publishes the award (Ref, No. 55/2005) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute between the employers in relation to die 
management of O. N, G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006, 

[No. L-3O025/1 0/2006-1 R(M] 

B. M, DAVID,Under. Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOViy^NMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUft COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B.l. Kazi(B.Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer, 

Com. C.G.I.T. A. No. 5&05 
(In Reference C.G.I T.A 1476/04) , 

Bharat G. Parmar 

ONGCE Employees Mazdoor Sabha, 

Sharm Sadhana, ’ 

Opp. Police Parade Ground, r 

Raopura Baroda. ..Complainant 

V/s. 

Executive Director, . ••••'< -• 

ONGCL, WRWC, s - ‘ 

Makarpura Road, 

Baroda. ( 

The Dy. Group General Manager, 
l/c. HereONGC, Regional Office, W.R., 

Makarpura Road, 

Baroda, • m'"■ 5 

Executive Director, 

ONGC, Mehsana Asst., 

KDM Bhavan, 

Palavasna, Mehsana, 

North Gujarat. ....Opponent 


APPEARANCES: 

Shri G.K. Filial 

Shri Ajay Mehta, 

Shri K.V. Gadhia. 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filfed this complaint in 
Reference C.GJ.T,A. No. 1476/04 against the opponent 
under Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act, and prayed 
that the respondent employers may be directed to rein¬ 
state the above workman with immediate effect on the same 
terms and condition as existed on 31-12-2004 with full ben¬ 
efit of back wages and other benefits. And to pay subsis¬ 
tence allowances from the date of such removal from till 
this complaint is decided and final order passer) by this 
Tribunal. The brief facts are that the appointment of these 
employees were on fixed termsbasis which are illegal and 
unlawful. After following the regular selection process 
and the appointments were against permanent vacancies. 
Discontinue of employment during the pendency of the 
proceeding before the Tribunal, amount to change of ser¬ 
vice condition as evisaged in Section 33 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. There was contravention of Section 33 
and terminated in breach 5 of standing orders. The works is 
of perennial natural Section 25 F was net-followed and 
tha services' of the complainant can not be ended without 
following due process of law. Thus he prays as per para 
17 of the complainant. By Ex. 2 interim relief application 
was given. A notice was issued to the respondent by 
Ex. 3 : And by Ex. 5 the opponents submitted the written 
statement. ' J • 

The brief facts of written statement are that the 
tenure basis appointment was given for 4 years, as per 
the recruitment of the opponents. It was known to. the 
appointees and in the appointment order it was-,specifi¬ 
cally mentioned. Thus the avermepte:com¬ 
plaint were denied by the opponents. It is pray cdihatShe 
complainant is not entitled Jo get any relief, hence, it shall 
be rejected with cost. 

2. During the course of proceedings by Ex. 7. The 
complainant gave an application to the withdraw-the com¬ 
plaint 

3. Looking to the facts of Ex, 7, the complainant was 
allowed to withdraw the Complaint. Hence, 1 here by pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw foe com¬ 
plaint. The complaint is disposed,of. No order as to cost- 

Date: 24-10-2005 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZ1, Presiding Officer. 


Complainant 

Opponent 
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New Delhi, die 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3297.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 54/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1 R(M] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
IN DUSTR1ALTRIBUN A1XTJM-LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Shri B.l. Kazi(B.Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 
Com. C.G.l.T.A. No. 54/05 
(In Reference C.G.I.T. A. 1476/04) 

lmtiyazBhai G. Vora 

ONGC Employees MazdoorSabha, 

Sharm Sadhana, 

Opp. Police Parade Ground, 

Raopura Baroda, .Complainant* 

V/s. 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL, WRWC, 

Makarpura Road, 

Baroda. 

The Dy. Group General Manager, 
l/c. Here ONGC, 

Regional Office, W.R., 

Makarpura Road, 

Baroda. 

Executive Director, 

ONGC, Mehsana Asst., 

KDM Bhavan, 

Palavasna, Mehsana, 

North Gujarat. ....Opponent 


Appearances: 

Complainant : ShriG.K.Pillai 

Opponent Shri Ajay Mehta, 

ShriK.V. Gadhia. 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this compliant in 
Reference C.G.l.T.A. No. 1476/04 against the opponent 
under section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, and prayed 
that the respondent employers may be directed to rein¬ 
state the above workman with immediate effect on the same 
terms and condition as existed on 31-12-2004 with full ben¬ 
efit of back wages and other benefits. And to pay subsis¬ 
tence allowances from the date of such removal from till 
this complaint is decided and final passed by this Tribu¬ 
nal. The brief facts are that the appointment of these em¬ 
ployees were on fixed terms basis which are illegal and 
unlawful. After following the regular selection process 
and the appointments were against permanent vacancies. 
Discontinue of employment during the pendency of the 
proceeding before the Tribunal, amount to change of ser¬ 
vice condition as envisaged in section 33 of the Indus¬ 
trial Disputes Act. There was contravention of section 
33 and terminated in breach of standing orders. The works 
is of perennial natural section 25 F was not followed and 
the services of the complainant cannot be ended without 
following due process of law. Thus he prays as per para 
17 of the complainant. By Ex. 2 interim relief application 
was given. A notice was issued to the respondent by 
Ex. 3. And by Ex. 5 the opponents submitted the written 
statement. 

The brief facts of written statement are that the 
tenure basis appointment was given for 4 years, as per 
the recruitment of the opponents. It was known to the 
appointees and in the appointment order it was specifi¬ 
cally mentioned. Thus the averments made in the com¬ 
plaint were denied by the opponents. It is prayed that the 
complainant is not entitled to get any relief, hence it shall 
be rejected with cost. 

2. During the course of proceeding by Ex. 7. The 
complainant gave an application to the withdraw the com¬ 
plaint. 

3. Looking to the facts of Ex. 7, the complainant was 
allowed to withdraw the complaint. Hence, I here pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the 
complaint. The complaint is disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 24-10-2005 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3299.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 52/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annesure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the manangement of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. 1^30025/10/2006-rR(M] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Shri B.I. Kazi (B.Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 
Com. C.G.LT.A. No. 52/2005 
an Reference C.G.I.T.A. 1476/2004) 

Sanjay S. Kokate 

ONGCE Employees Mazdoor Sabha, 

Sharm Sadhana, 

Opp. Police Parade Ground, 

Raopura Baroda, .Complainant 

V/s. 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL.WRWC, 

Makarpura Road, 

Baroda. 

The Dy. Group General Manager, 

I/c. Here ONGC, 

Regional Office, W.R., 

Makrpura Road, 

Baroda. 

Executive Director, 

ONGC, Mehsana Asstt., 

KDMBhavan, 


Palavasna, Mehsana, 

North Gujarat ....Opponent 

Appearance: 

Complainant : Shri G.K. Pillai 

Opponent Shri Ajay Mehta, 

ShriK.V.Gadhia, 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this compliant in 
Reference C.G.I.T.A. No. 1476/2004 against the opponent 
under Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act, and prayed 
that the respondent employers may be directed to rein¬ 
state the above workman with immediate effect on the same 
terms and condition as existed on 31-12-2004 with full 
benefit of back wages and other benefits. And to pay 
subsistence allowances from the date of such removal 
from till this complaint is decided and final order passed 
by this Tribunal. The brief facts are that the appointment 
of these employees were on fixed terms basis which are 
illegal and unlawful. After following the regular selection 
process and the appointments were against permanent 
vacancies. Discontinue of employment during the pen¬ 
dency of the proceeding before the Tribunal, amount to 
change of service condition as evisaged in Section 33 of 
the Industrial Dispute Act. There was contravention of 
Section 33 and terminated in breach of standing orders. 
The works is of perennial natural Section 25F was not 
followed and the services of the complainant cannot be 
ended without following due process of law. Thus he 
prays as per para 17 of the complainant. By Ex. 2 interim 
relief application was given.. A notice was issued to 
the respondent by Ex. 3. And by Ex. 5 the opponents 
submitted the written statement. 

2. The brief facts of written statement are that the 
tenure basis appointment was given for 4 years, as per 
the recruitment of the opponents. It was known to the 
appointees and in the appointment order it was 
specifically mentioned. Thus the averments made in the 
complaint were denied by the opponents. It is prayed that 
the complainant is not entitled to get any relief, hence it 
shall be rejected with cost. 

3. During the course of proceeding by Ex. 7. The 
complainant gave an application to the withdraw the com¬ 
plaint. 

4. Looking to the facts of Ex. 7, the complainant 
was allowed to withdraw the complaint. Hence, I hereby 
pass the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the com¬ 
plaint. The complaint is disposed off. No order as to cost. 

Date: 20-10-2005 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer. 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3300,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 51/ 
2005) of the Central Govt, Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
manangement of O.N.G.C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

(No. L-30025/ 10/2p0h-IR(MJ 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Shri B.I. Kazi (B.Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 
Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 51/2005 
(In Reference C.G.I.T. A. 1476/2004) 

, BrijeshN. Dave 

ONGCE Employees Mazdoor Sabha, 

Sharm Sadhana, 

Opp. Police Parade Ground, 

Raopura Baroda .....Complainant 

V/s. 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL, WRWC, 

Makarpura Road, 

Baroda. 

The Dy. Group General Manager, 

I/c.HereONGC, 

Regional Office, W.R., 

Makrpura Road, 

Baroda. 

Executive Director, 

ONGC, Mehsana Asstt., 

KDM Bhavan, 

Palavasna, Mehsana, 

North Gujarat. r .... Opponent 


Appearance: 

Complainant : Shri G JC. Pillai 

Opponent : Shri Ajay Mehta, 

Shri K. V. Gadhia, 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this compliant in Ref¬ 
erence C.G.I.T.A. No. 1476/^004 against the opponent 
under Sectidn 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act, and prayed 
that the respondent employers may be directed to rein¬ 
state the above workman with immediate effect on the slime 
terms and condition as existed on 31-12-2004 with full ben¬ 
efit of back wages and other benefits, And to pay sub¬ 
sistence allowances from the date of such removal from 
till this complaint is decided and final order passed by 
this Tribunal. The brief facts are that the appointment of 
these emp-Ioyees were on fixed terms basis which are 
illegal and unlawful. After following the regular selection 
process and the appointments were against permanent 
vacancies. Discontinue of employment during the 
pendency of the proceeding before die Tribunal, amount 
to change of service condition as evisaged in Section 33 
of the Industrial Dispute Act. There was contravention 
of Section 33 and terminated in breach of standing or¬ 
ders. The works is of perennial natural Section 25F was 
■not followed and the services of the complainant capnot 
be ended without following due process of law. Thus he 
prays as per para 17 of the complainant. By Ex. 2 interim 
re lief application was given. A notice was issued to the 
respondent by Ex. 3. And by Ex. 5 the opponents sub¬ 
mitted the written statement 

2. The brief facts of written statement are that the 
tenure basis appointment was given for 4 years, as per 
the recruitment of the opponents. It was known to the 
appointees and in the appointment order it was specifi¬ 
cally mentioned. Thus the averments made in the 
complaint were denied by the opponents. It is prayed that 
the complainant is not entitled to get any relief, hence it 
shall be rejected with cost. 

3. During the course of proceeding by Ex. 7. The 
complainant gave an application to the withdraw the 
complaint. 

4. Looking to the facts of Ex. 7, the complainant 
was allowed to withdraw the complaint Hence, I hereby 
pass the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the com¬ 
plaint. The complaint is disposed off. No order as to cost. 

Date: 19-10-2005 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3301.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central Gov¬ 
ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 50/2005) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the Annesure in the Indus¬ 
trial Dispute between the employers in relation to the man¬ 
agement of O.N.G.C. and their workman, which was re¬ 
ceived by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-lR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B.l. Kazi(B.Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer. 

Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 50/05 
(In Reference C.G.I.T. A. 1476/04) 

Manish Kumar B. Prajapti 
ONGCE Employees Mazdoor Sabha, 

Sharm Sadhana, 

Opp. Police Parade Ground, 

Raopura Baroda, .Complainant 

V/s. 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL, WRWC, 

Makarpura Road, 

Baroda. 

The Dy. Group General Manager, 

1/c. Here ONGC, 

Regional Office, W.R., 

Makarpura Road, 

Baroda. 

Executive Director, 

ONGC, Mahesana Asst., 

KDM Bhavan, 

Palavasna, Mahesana, 

Morth Gujarat. ....Opponent 


APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : ShriG.K. Pillai. 

Opponent Shri Ajay Mehta, 

Shri K.V. Gadhia. 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this compliant in Ref¬ 
erence C.G.I.T.A. No. 1476/04 against the opponent under 
section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, and prayed that 
the respondent employers may be directed to reinstate the 
above workman with immediate effect on the same terms 
and condition as existed on 31-12-2004 with full benefit of 
back wages and other benefits. And to pay subsis¬ 
tence allowances from the date of such removal from till 
this complaint is decided and final order passed by this 
Tribunal. The brief facts are that the appointment of these 
employees were on fixed terms basis which are illegal and 
unlawful. After following the regular selection process 
and the appointments were against permanent vacancies. 
Discontinue of employment during the pendency of the 
proceeding before the Tribunal, amount to change of 
service condition as envisaged in Section 33 of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act. There was contravention of 
Section 33 and terminated in breach of standing orders. 
The works is of perennial natural Section 25 F was not 
followed and the services of the complainant can not be 
ended without following due process of law. Thus he 
prays as per para 17 of the complainant. By Ex. 2 interim 
relief application was given. A notice was issued to the 
respondent by Ex. 3. And by Ex. 5 the oponents submit¬ 
ted the written statement. 

2. The brief facts of written statement are that the 

tenure basis appointment was given for 4 years, as per 
the recruitment of the opponents. It was known to the 
appointees and in the appointment order it was specifi¬ 
cally mentioned. Thus the averments made in the com¬ 
plaint were denied by the opponents. It is prayed that the 
complainant is not entitled to get any relief, hence it shall 
be rejected with cost. , 

3. During the course of proceedings by Ex. 7. The 
complainant gave an application to withdraw the complaint. 

4. Looking to the facts of Ex. 7, the complainant 
was allowed to withdraw the complaint. Hence, 1 here by¬ 
pass the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the com¬ 
plaint. The complaint is disposed of. No order as to cost. 

Date: 24-10-2005 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, Oft f fth July, 2004 

S,0. 3302.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
49/05) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Ahemdabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation v to the management of O.N.C.G. 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 17-7 t20O6. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-fR (M)] 
B.M..DAY1D, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALhCUM-LABOU^ COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. 1. KAZ1 (B.Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.LT.A. No.49/05 
(In referenceC.G.LT.A. 147(414) 

Suresh C. Solanki 

ONGCE Employees Mazdoor Sabha 
Sharm Sadhana, Gpp. Police Parade Ground, 

Raopura Broda, ...Complaint 

V/s. 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL,WRWC, Makwpura, Road, 

Broda. 

TheDy. Group General Manager 
i/c. HereONGC 
Regional Office, W.R. 

Makarpura Road, Broda. 

Executive Director, 

ONGC, Mahesana Asst. 

KDM Bhavan, Paiavasana, 

Mahesana, North Gujarat. 

.Opponent 


Opponent : Shri AjcyMehta, Shri K.V. 

• r . 

ORDER 

1,. The complainant ban fifed tb» complaint in 
Refence C.G.l.T.A. No. 1476AE4 agrrinat flm opponent under 
Station 33 of the hjdusarisrt Oripufte Act, and prayed that 
the respondent employers may be Erected to reinstate the 
above workman with immediate cftfect on the same terms 
and condition&asexistedon 3 M2-2004with fail benefit of 
back wages and other benefits. And to pay subsistence 
allowances from the date of such removal from till this 



were on fixed terms basis which are illegal and unlawful. 
After fbttowing the regular selection process and the 
appointments were against permanent vacancies. 
Discontinue of employment during the pendency of the 
proceeding beforethe Tribunal, amount to change of service 
condition as envisaged in Section 33 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. There was contravention of Section 33 and 
terminated in breach of standing orders. The works is of 
perennial natural Section 25 F was not followed and the 
services of the complainant cannot be ended without 
following due process oftaw. Thus he prays as per para 17 
ofthe complainant. By Ex. 2 interim relief application was 
given. A notice was issued to die respondent by Ex. 3. 
And by Ex. 5 the opponents submitted the written 
statement. 

The brief facts of written statement are that the 
tenure basis appointment was given for 4 years, as per the 
recruitment of the opponents, ft was known to the 
appointees and m the appointment order it was specifically 
mentained. Thus the iw c ww ei it s maietodftcomplafitit were 
denied by the opponents: ft is prayadfeaHtin complainant 
is not entitled to get any relief, hence, it shaflbe rejected 
with cost. 

3. During the course of proceeding by Ex. 7. The 
complainant gave an application to withdraw the complaint. 

4. Looking to foe factsofEx. 7, foe complainant was 
allowed to withdraw the c ompla i nt . Hence, 1 hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant, is allowed to withdraw the 
complaint. The complaint is disposed of. No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 17-10-2005 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3303. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 48/ 
05) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum 
Labour Court, Ahemdabad as shown in the AnnexUre in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of ONGC and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
ATAHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. Kazi, (B.Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 48/05 
(In reference C.G.I.T.A. 1476/04) 

JitendraG. Bhatia, 

ONGCE Employees Mazdoor Sabha 
Shram Sadhana, Opp. Police Prade Ground, 

Raopura Broda, ....Complainant 

V/s. 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL, WRWC, 

Makarpura Road, Baroda. 

The Dy. Group General Manager, 
l/c. Herr ONGC 
Regional Office, W.R. 

Makarpura Road, Baroda. 

Executive Director, 

ONGC, Mehsana Asst., 

KDM Bhavan, Palavastia, 

Mehsana, North Gujarat. 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)j 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri G.K. Pillai. 

Opponent : Shri Ajay Mehta, 

ShriK,V. Gadhia. 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint in 
Reference C.G.I.T.A. No. 1476/04 against the opponent 
under Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act, and prayed 
that the respondent employers may be directed to reinstate 
the above workman with immediate effect on the same terms 
and conditions as existed on 31-12-2004 with full benefit of 
back wages and other benefits. And to pay subsistence 
allowances from the date of such removal from till this 
complaint is decided and final order passed by this tribunal. 
The brief facts are that the appointment of these employees 
were on fixed terms basis which are illegal and unlawful. 
After following the regular selection process and the 
appointments were against permanent vacancies. 
Discountinue of employment during the pendency of the 
proceeding before the Tribunal, amount to change of service 
condition as envisaged in Section 33 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. There was contravention of Section 33 and 
terminated in branch of standing orders. The works is of 
perennial natural Section 25 F was not followed and the 
services of the complainant cannot be ended without 
following due process of law. Thus he prays as per para 17 
of the complainant. By Ex. 2 interim relief application was 
given. A notice was issued to the respondent by Ex. 3. 
And by Ex. 5 the apponertts submitted the written 
statement. 

2. The brief facts of written statement are that the 
tenure basis appointment was given for 4 years, as per the 
recruitment of the opponents. It was known to the 
appointees and in the appointment order it was specifically 
mentioned. Thus the averments made in the complaint were 
denied by the opponents. It is prayed that the complainant 
Is not entitled to get any relief, hence, it shall be rejected 
with cost. 

3. During the course of proceeding by Ex. 8. The 
complainant gave an application to the withdraw the 
complaint. 

4. Looking to the facts of Ex. 8, the complainant was 
allowed to withdraw the complaint. Hence, I hereby pass 
the following order: 

ORDER 

The complaint, is allowed to withdraw the complaint. The 
.complaint is disposed of. No order as to cost. 

Date: 17-10-2005 
Ahmedabad 


Opponent 


B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 < 

S.O. 3304.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1-947); the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 04/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Ahemdabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between, the 
employers in relation to the management Of ONCG and 
their workman,/which was received by the Central 
Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-1R (M)] 

. t - B.M. DAVID, UnderSecy 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
1NDUSTRULTRIBUNALCUM-LABOURCOURTAT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: ’ ! ‘ 

Shri B. I KAZ1 (B.Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 04/005 
(In'reference C.G.I.T.A. 124/04) 

Raval Rajebdrakunar R. > m 

Through Shri A.S. Kapoor, -• • 

Chairman ONGC Employees Union, , 

8 - Samarpan Shopping Complex, .., . - 

High Way Road, Mahesana. s 1. ., ...Complaintant 

V/s. 

The Group General Manager (P) 

ONGCL,Mahesana : - 

Executive Director, ' ■ ii ' 

ONGCL, Barod^ * 1 - ... . , 

The Secretary, • / 

Chansma Talku Saroday, 

Majdoor Kamdar Sahkari Mandli Ltd., 

Mahesana & others ; 

....Opponent 


APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri A.S. Kapoor. 

Opponent Shri K. V. Gandhi , 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this compliant in 
Reference C.G.I.T.A. No, 124/04, against the opponents 
and prayed to pass such order as it may deem fit and proper 
regarding the termination of the complainant. The brief 
facts are that the complainant is in the continuous 
employment of opponent No. I w.e.f. 09-10-1988. Reference 
C.G.I.T.A. No. 124/04 and old I.T.C. No. 105/98 pending 
befdfethis Tribunal. Services have been terminated illegally 
by the opponent on Ol-12-2004. He has stated the ground 
for this complaint in para 9 of the complaint. 

2. A notice was issued to the opponent to file a 

reply. The opponent No. 1 has-submitted written Statement 
by Ex. 5. The brief facts are that corporation has not 
contravened any provisioiwof Section 33 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, Hence,, the complaint is not maintainable. The 
complainant is not a concerned workman. There is a mis¬ 
joinder of a party and non-joindef of necessary party. No 
relation of master anjd servant between the parties. The 
complainant is not a Workman under Section 2<s) of tite 
Industrial Dispute Act & under Section 2(k) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. The contentions of para 1 to 10 of the 
complaint are hereby denied. The complainant was 
appointed by the contractor. The complainant not entitled 
to get any relief. Hence the complaint must be rejected with 
cost. • - T .. 

3. During the course of adjudication the 6|pdrient 
No. 9 has submitted a purshish Ex. 6 by whiejh he 
undertakes to take back the workman of data «htry, job 
immediately with continuity of service. Hence by Ex. 7 
looking to this fact of Ex. 6 the union gave an application 
to withdraw the complaint. Looking to this fact I hereby 
pass the following order: 

ORDER ^ 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the 
complaint. The opponent No. 9 is hereby direct to take 
back the concerned workman on data entry job immediately 
with continuity of services. 

Date: 13r 10-2005- . 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3305, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 03/ 
005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of O.N.G.C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government chi 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30G25/10/2006-IR (M)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BETORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZI (B.Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 03/005 
In reference C.G.I.T.A. 124/04 

Prahaladbhai Ramabhai Rathod 
Through Sfiri A.S. Kapoor, 

Chairman ONGC Employees Union, 

8 -Samarpan Shopping Complex, High Way Road, 
Mehsana. 

Complainant.... 

V/s. 

The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGCL, Mehesana, 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL, Baroda, 

The Secretary, 

Chansma Talku Saroday 

Majdoor Kamdar Sahkari Mandli Ltd., Mahesana & Others 

Opponent. 


APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri A.S. Kapoor 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1 . The complainant has filed this compliant in 
Reference C.G.I.T.A. No. 124/04, against the opponents 
and prayed to pass such order as it may deem fit and proper 
regarding the termination of the complainant. The brief 
facts are that the complainant is in the continuous 
employment of opponent No. 1 w.e.f. 09/10/1988. Reference 
C.G.I.T.A. No. 124/04 and old l.T.C. No. 105/98 pending 
before this Tribunal. Services have been terminated illegally 
by the opponent on 01/12/2004. He has stated the ground 
for this complaint in para 9 of the complaint. 

2. A notice was issued to the opponent to file a 
reply. The opponent No. 1 has submitted written Statement 
by Ex. 5. The brief facts are that corporation has not 
contravened any provisions of section 33 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. Hence the complaint is not maintainable. The 
complainant is not a concerned workman. There is a mis¬ 
joinder of a party and non-joinder of necessary party. No 
relation of master and servant between the parties. The 
complainant is not a workman under section 2(s) of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, & under section 2 (k) of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. The contentions of para 1 to 10 
of die complaint are hereby denied. The complainant was 
appointed by the contractor. The complainant not entitled 
to get any relief. Hence the complaint must be rejected with 
cost. 

3. During the course of adjudication the opponent 
No. 9 has submitted a purshish Ex. 6 by which he 
undertakes to take back the workman of data entry job 
immediately with continuity of service. Hence by Ex. 7 
looking to this fact of Ex. 6 die union gave an application 
to withdraw the complaint. Looking to this feet I hereby 
pass the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the 
complaint. The opponent No. 9 is hereby direct to take 
back the concerned workman on data entry job immediately 
with continuity of services. 

Date;. 12-10-05 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3306.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 02/ 
05) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-eum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of O.N.G.G. and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Govenwnenton 17-07-2006. 

[No. L-30025/I0/2006-IR(M)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZ1 (B.Sc., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 

Com, C.G.I.TA. No. 02/05 
(In reference C.G.I.T.A. 124/04) 

Rameshchandra P. Pancal 
Through Shri A.S. Kapoor, 

Chairman ONGC Employees Union, 

8-Samarpan Shopping Complex, High Way Road, 
Mehsana. 

—Complainant 

V/s ■ 

The Group General Manager (P), ' 

ONGCL, Mehesana, 1 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL, Baroda, 

The Secretary' 

Chamma Talku Saroday 
Majdoor Kamdar Sahkari Mandli Ltd., 

Mahesana & others 


APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri AJk Kapoor 

Opponent : SMK.V.GadNa 

ORDER 

1. The complainant itas frfedthis compliant in 
Reference C.G.I.T.A. No. 124/04, against the opponents 
and prayed to pass such order as it may deem fit and proper 
regarding the termination of the complainant. The brief 
facts are that the complainant is irr the continuous 
employment of opponent No. 1 w.e.f. 09-10-1988 Reference 
C.G.LT.A. No, 124/04 and old I.T.C. No. 105/98 pending 
before this Tribunal, Services have been terminated i I legal ly 
by the opponent on 01 -12-2004. He has stated the ground 
for this complaint in para 9 of the complaint. 

2. A notice was issued to theopponePt to file a 
reply. TheopponentNo. 1 has submitted written Statement 
by Ex. 5. The brief fttfe/ate ffiat corporation has not 
contravened any provisions of Section 33 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. Hence the complaint is not maintainable. The 
complainant is not a concerned workman. There is a mis¬ 
joinder of a party and non-jotndfer of necessary party. No 
relation of master and servant between the parties. The 
complainant is not, a workman under Section 2fs) of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, & under Section 2 (k) of the 
Industrial Dispute Afct. The contentions of para l to 10 of 
the complaint are hereby denied. The complainant was 
appointed by the contractor. The complainant not entitled 
to get any relief. Hence the complaint must be rejected with 
cost. 

3. During the course of adjudication the opponent 
No. 9 has submitted a purshish Ex. 6 by which he 
undertakes to take back the workman of data entry job 
immediately with continuity of service. Hence by Ex. 7 
looking to this fact of Ex. 6 the union gave an application 
to withdraw the complaint. Looking to this fact I hereby 
pass the following order : 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the 
complaint. The opponent No. 9 is hereby direct to take 
back the concerned workman on data entry job immediately 
with continuity of services. 

Date: 12-10-05 

Ahmedabad B.I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

2006 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3307.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 01/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Ahemdabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of O.N.G.C. 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 17-07-2004. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-lR(M)} 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TH E CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRlBUNALrCUM-LABOURCOURTAT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. I. KAZ1 (B.Sc., L.L.M) 

Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 01/05 
(In reference C.G.l.T.A. No. 124/2004) 

Suresh Chand Pal 
Through Shri A.S. Kapoor, 

Chairman ONGC Employees Union, 

8-Samarpan Shopping Complex, High Way Road, 
Mehsana: 

Complainant 

V/s 

The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGCL, Mehesana, 

Executive Director, 

ONGCL, Baroda, 

The Secretary, 

ChansmaTalku Saroday 

Majdoor Kamdar Sahkari Mandli Ltd., 

Mahesana & others 


Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant Shri A.S. Kapoor 

Opponent : ShriK.V.Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this compliant in 
Reference C.G.l.T.A. No. 124/04, against the opponents 
and prayed to pass such order as it may deem fit and proper 
regarding the termination of the complainant. The brief 
facts are that the complainant is in the continuous 
employment of opponent No. 1 w.e.f. 09/10/1988. Reference 
C.G.l.T.A. No. 124/04 and old l.T.C. No. 105/98 pending 
before this Tribunal. Services have been terminated illegally 
by the opponent on 01/12/2004. He has stated the ground 


for this complaint in para 9 of the complaint. 

2. A notice was issued to the opponent to file a 
reply. The opponent No. 1 has submitted written Statement 
by Ex. 5. The brief facts are that corporation has not 
contravened any provisions of section 33 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. Hence the complaint is not maintainable. 
The complainant is not a concerned workman. There is a 
mis-joinder of a party and non-joinder of necessary party. 
No relation of master and servant between the parties. The 
complainant is not a workman under section 2(s) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, & under section 2 (k) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. The contentions of para I to 10 of 
the complaint are hereby denied. The complainant was 
appointed by the contractor. The complainant not entitled 
to get any relief. Hence the complaint must be rejected with 
cost. 

3. During the course of adjudication the opponent 
No. 9 has submitted a purshish Ex. 6 by which he 
undertakes to take back the workman of data entry job 
immediately with continuity of service. Hence by Ex. 7 
looking to this fact of Ex. 6 the union gave an application 
to withdraw the complaint. Looking to this fact 1 hereby 
pass the following order: 

ORDER 

The complainant is allowed to withdraw the 
complaint. The opponent No. 9 is hereby direct to take 
back the concerned workman on data entry job immediately 
with continuity of services. 

Date: 11-10-05 

Ahmedabad B.l. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

18^TT i, 2006 

cFT. 3TT.3308-3tWlPl* 1947 (1947 

14) ?TRT 17 ^ 7TTTR 37). T^. 

Tit. ^ TTO fafaraff <*>44 >kY ^ #3, 

^ W (TT^TPsqi 162/04) ^1 
TTift t ^ 17-7-2006 ^ 3P<T I3TT »tT I 

[U XT?T-30025/l0/2006 zm (fafa*T) 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3308.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 162/ 
04) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahemdabad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of O.N.G.C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/I0/2006-1R(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECESTRALGOVnWMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. L KAZI (B.$c., L.L.M), Presiding Officer 
Com. C.G.LT.A. No. 162/04 
(Id reference No. C.GXT.A. 201/M) 

(Old Com. No. 116A13 to Reference (LT.C) No. 120/99] 
P.K. Patel 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, near SahkarNagar, 

Mehsana-384002 

.Complairant 

V/s 1 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd, Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248 003 

..Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant : Shri R.C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this camplaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying 
that the oponent shall not change time bound 
promoKion policy, in which a workman who completes 
six years of service in one post will get the promotion 
to next higher post. It is the say of the complainant 
that change of time bound promotion policy is a 
change of service condition. Hence prays that the 
opponent should be ordered to desist from any 
action of modifying R & P rules for electrical category 
and the service condition should not be changed till 
the pending of reference case. 

2 The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal 
C.G.I.T.A. No. 201/04 as a old I.T.C. No. 120/99 for 
adjudication. The management of O.N.G.C. trying to 
modify R & P rules without the consent of Electrical 
& Allied Staff Association. The action will change 
the service condition of Electrical category workman 
who are involved in the reference. As per the present 
R & P rules after cdfnpletmg of six years, theworkman 
is getting promotion to next higher post and it is the 
.time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have 
intimated their intention Of change of time bound 
policy to the union through Conciliation Officer vide 
file no. RLC/AH/50( 1J/2002 on 15-5-2002 a copy is 
enclosed as Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of 
change of time bound promotion policy is change of 
service condition as per Section 9-A and 
Schedule-I V of I.D. Act, 1947. Thus it is prayed that 
the Hon’ble Tribunal shall issue an order to opposite 


i 

party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules,for electrical category workman without the 
consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association and 
not to change the service conditions till the Reference 
No. 120/99 is finalized. 

3. A notice'was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable 
at law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. 
The congrkunt is iU founded and made on assumption. 

, The opponent has not contravened any provisions 
of Sections 33 of die I. D. Act The complainant is 
not concerned wdikman and alleged dispute is not 
connected with the main reference. Hence the 
complaint is required to be dismissed. The complaint 
is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on the ground 
of apprehension- assumption. The subject matter of 
present complaint is not connected with the pending 

:: Reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such demand 

promotionln the mam reference. The avehnents and 
contention made in the complaint are not true, hence 
denied by the opponent. It is denied that the 
management is Hying to modify recruitment and 
promotion rules with the other union. It is the privilege 
of the management to change of any rqle. It is denied 
that there will be change of any service conditions 
of the complaintant. The management call recognized 
unions and ASTD for the discussion for changing 
the R& P regulations and the union is not recognized 
union and their union has not a legal right to say 
anything about R. & P, The complainant has not 
produced any proof of contravention of section 33 
of the I. D. Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint 
should be dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the representative 
of the complainant submitted a purshis by Ex. 6 and 
it is stated that the matter is settled with the 
management. Hence the present complaint may be 
disposed of accordingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is clear 
that the matter has been settled amicably and there 
is no grievance of the complainant regarding 
changing the R & P policy. Not only that the 
opponent has not committed any breach of Section 
33. Thus there is no. violation of Section 33 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act by the opponent. Looking 
to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous and 
does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of No order as to 
cost. 

Date: 13-12-05 

Court Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 
S.O. 3309.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947)ihe Central Gov¬ 
ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 161/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labo ur 
Court Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the Indus¬ 
trial Dispute between the employers in relation to tire man¬ 
agement of O.N.G.C. and their workman, which was re¬ 
ceived by the Central Government cm 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-IR(M] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIALTR1BUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B.l. Kazi (B.Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 

Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 161/04 In Reference C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

| Old Com. No. 115/03 in Reference (ITC) No. 120/99] 

P.A. Patel 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-3 84002. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003, ....Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Complainant Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

I. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
nolicy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to 
desist from any action of modifying R & Prules for electrical 


category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal CG1TA 
No. 201/04 as a old ITC No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of ONGC trying to modify R & P rules without 
the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. The 
action will change the service condition of Electrical cat¬ 
egory workman who are involved in the reference. As per 
the present R & P rules after completing of six years, the 
workman is getting promotion to next higher post and it is 
the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have inti¬ 
mated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50(I)/2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-1 V of ID Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon’able Tribunal shall issue anorder to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
ofEIectrical& Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the serviceconditionstillthe Reference 120/99 is finalised. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at 
law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The 
comlainant is ill founded and made on assumption. The 
opponent has not contravened any provisions of Section 
33 of the l.D. Act. The complainant is not concerned 
workman and alleged dispute is not connected with the 
main reference. Hence the complaint is required to be dis¬ 
missed. The complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is 
filed on the ground of apprehension—assumption. The 
subject matter of present complaint is not connected with 
the pending reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such 
demand promotion in the main reference. The averments 
and contention made in the complaint are not true, hence 
denied by the opponent. It is denied that the management 
is tring to modify recruitment and promotion rules with 
the other union. Ii is the privilege of the management to 
change of any rule. It is denied that there will be change of 
any service conditions of the complainant. The manage¬ 
ment call recognised unions and ASTD for the discussion 
for changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognised union and their union has not a. legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not pro¬ 
duced any proof of contravention of Section 33 of the ID 
Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be dis¬ 
missed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the representa¬ 
tive of the complainant submitted a purshis by Ex. 6 and it 
is stated that the matter is settled with the management. 
Hence the present complaint may be disposed off 
accordingly. 
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6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. .6 it is 
clear that the matter has been settled amicably and there is 
no grievance of the compla ina nt regarding changing the 
R & P policy. Not only*that the opponent hasiwtcommit¬ 
ted any breach of Section 33. Thus there is no violation Of 
Section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act-bythe opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this compitint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence 1 pass die fallowing 
order: 

ORDER 

In view ofthe fact Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 12-12-05 

Ahmedabad. B, I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

18^^,2006 
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New Delhi, the 18th Ally, 2006 

S.0.3310.—In pursuance of Section 17 ofthe In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central Gov* 
emment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 163/2004) 
ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Ahmedabad as shown in die Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the manage¬ 
ment of O. N. G.C. and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government mi 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/KW006-1R(M] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CIW-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri B.l. Kazi(B.Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer 
Com. C.G.I.T. A. No. 163/04. In Reference C.G.I.T.A. 
No. 201/04 

|Ofd Com. No. 117/03 in Reference (ITC) No. 120/99] 
M.D.Kadia 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-384002. .....Complainant 


v/s. : 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd., Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003. ....Opponent 

APPEARANCES: 

Corhpiainam ; Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of die Industrial Dispute Act, Praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
pdlicy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hidee prays that the opponent should be ordered to 
desill Romany action of modifying R & P rules for electri¬ 
cal category and the service condition should not be 
change till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal CGJTA 
No. 201/04 as a old ITC No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of ONGC trying to modify R St P rules without 
the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. The 
action will change the service condition of Electrical cat¬ 
egory workman who are involved in die reference. As per 
the present R & P rules after completing of six years, the 
workman is getting promotion to next higher post and it is 
the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have inti¬ 
mated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer v/tffe file No. RLC/ 
AH/50(l)/20O2 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B*\ Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change ofsemee condition as 
per Section 9-A and Schedule-1 V of ID Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed diet the Hen’We Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules foreiectricalcategoryworkman withoutthe consent 
of Electrical &AI!ied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till die Reference 120/99 is finalised. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file the 
Written Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at 
law and the Hon’bie Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The 
complaint is ill founded and made on assumption. The 
opponent has not contravened any provisions of 
Section 33 of the ID Act. The complainant is not con¬ 
cerned workman and alleged dispute is not connected 
with the main reference. Hence die complaint is required to 
be dismissed. The complaint not is maintainable at law, as 
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it is filed on the ground of apprehension-assumption. The 
subject matter of present complaint is not connected with 
the pending reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such 
demand promotion in the main reference. The averments 
and contention made in the complaint are not true, hence 
denied by the opponent. It is denied that the management 
is trying to modify recruitment and promotion rules with 
the other union.lt is the privilege of the management to 
change of any rule. It is denied that there will be change of 
any service conditions of the complainant. The manage¬ 
ment call recognised unions and ASTD for the discussion 
for changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognised union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not pro¬ 
duced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the ID 
Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be dis¬ 
missed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the representa¬ 
tive of the complainant submitted a purshis by Ex. 6 and it 
is stated that the matter is settled with the management. 
Hence the present complaint may be disposed of accord¬ 
ingly. 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is 
clear that the matter has been settled amicably and there is 
no grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P policy. Not only that the opponent has not commit¬ 
ted any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the oppo¬ 
nent. Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become 
inffuctuous and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact of Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed off. No order as 

to cost: 

Date: 14-12-05 

Court Ahmedabad. B. I. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

^ fareft, 18 2006 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3311. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central Gov¬ 
ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 164/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure in the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O.N.G.C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/10/2006-lR(M] 
3. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBINAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Shri B.I. Kazi (B.Sc., L.L.M.) Presiding Officer, 
Com. C.G.I.T.A. No. 164/04 
(In Reference No. C.G.I.T.A. No. 201/04) 

[Old Com. No. 118/03 in Reference (ITC) No. 120/991 
Harpal Singh, 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-3 84002. .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 


ONGC Ltd. Telbhavan, 
Dehradun-248003. 

....Opponent 

APPEARANCE : 


Complainant 

: Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent 

: Shri K. V. Gadhia 


ORDER 


1. The complainant has filed this complaint under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to de¬ 
sist from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be changed 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal CGITA 
No. 201/04 as a old ITC No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of ONGC trying to modify R & P rules without 
the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. The 
action will change the service condition of Electrical 
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category workmen who are involved in the reference. As 
per the present R & P rules after completing of six years, 
the workman is getting promotion to next higher post and 
it is the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management,have inti¬ 
mated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50(l)/2002 on 15-05-2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Thus the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per section 9-Aand Schedule-IV ofID Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon'ble Tribunal shall issue an order to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying.R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical & Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalised. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file 
theWritten Statement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at 
law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The 
comlainant is ill founded and made on assumption. The 
opponent has not contravened any provisions of section 
33 of the ID Act. The complainant is not concerhed'work- 
man and alleged dispute is not connected with'the main 
reference. Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. 
The complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on 
the ground of apprehension-assumption. The subject 
matter of present complaint is not connected with the 
pending reference (!TC) No. 120/99. There is rio such 
demand promotion in the main reference. The averments 
and contention made in the complaint are not true, hence 
denied by the opponent. !t is denied that the management 
is string to modify recruitment and promotion rules with 
the other union. It is the privilege of the management to 
change of any rule. It is denied that there will be change of 
any service conditions of the complainant. The manage¬ 
ment call recognised unions and ASTD for the discussion 
for changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognised union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not pro¬ 
duced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the ID 
Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be dis¬ 
missed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the representa¬ 

tive of the complainant submitted a purshis by Ex?6 and it 
is stated that the matter is settled with the mknagement. 
Hence the present complaint may be disposed of accord¬ 
ingly. . 'A. •. ' -f- 

6. Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it?is 
clear that the matter has been settled amicably and there is 
no grievance pf the complainant regarding changing the 
R& P policy. Not only that the opponent has not commit¬ 
ted any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act by the oppo¬ 


nent. Looking to the Exj 6, this complaint become 
inffuctuous and does not survive in law. Hence ! pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complain. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed*off. No order as 
to cost. 

Date: 20-12-05 

Court Ahmedabad. B.!. KAZ1, Presiding Officer 

4^%#, 18 2006 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2006 

S.O. 3312.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the in¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, ! 947 (14 of 1947) the Central Gov¬ 
ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 165/2004) 
ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the. Annesure in the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of O. N. G. C. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-7-2006. 

[No. L-30025/ 10/2006-!R(M] 

B.M. DAVID, Under S..-v. 

ANNEXURE 

r BEEQRETHECENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOURCOURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

SHR1 BA. KAZ1 (B.Sc., L.L.M.), Presiding Officer, 
Com. C.G.l.T.A. No. 165/04 
(In Reference No. C.G.I.T. A, 201/04) 

[Old Com. No. 119/03 in Reference (ITC) No. 120/99] 

J. B. Thakor 

C/o. ONGC Electrical & Allied Staff Association, 

19, Pashpkunj Society, Near Sahkar Nagar, 

Mahesana-3 84002 .Complainant 
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V/s. 

The Director, (Personnel/HR) 

ONGC Ltd. Telbhavan, 

Dehradun-248003 ....Opponent 

Appearance: 

Complainant : Shri R. C. Shukla 

Opponent : Shri K. V. Gadhia 

ORDER 

1. The complainant has filed this compliant under 
Section 33 A of the Industrial Dispute Act, praying that 
the opponent shall not change time bound promotion 
policy, in which a workman who completes six years of 
service in one post will get the promotion to next higher 
post. It is the say of the complainant that change of time 
bound promotion policy is a change of service condition. 
Hence prays that the opponent should be ordered to de¬ 
sist from any action of modifying R & P rules for electrical 
category and the service condition should not be change 
till the pending of reference case. 

2. The brief facts of the complainant is that the 
Reference is pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal CGITA 
No. 201/04 as a old ITC No. 120/99 for adjudication. The 
management of ONGC trying to modify R & P rules without 
the consent of Electrical & Allied Staff Association. The 
action will change the service condition of Electrical cat¬ 
egory workman who are involved in the reference. As per 
the present R & P rules after completing of six years, the 
workman is getting promotion to next higher post and it is 
the time bound promotion policy and it is also service 
condition of the workman. The management have inti¬ 
mated their intention of change of time bound policy to 
the union through conciliation officer vide file No. RLC/ 
AH/50( 1 )/2002 on 15/05/2002 a copy is enclosed as 
Annexure “B”. Tims the intention of change of time 
bound promotion policy is change of service condition as 
per section 9-A and Schedule-I V of ID Act, 1947. Thus it 
is prayed that the Hon'ble Tribunal shall issue anorder to 
opposite party to desist for any action of modifying R & P 
rules for electrical category workman without the consent 
of Electrical & Allied Staff Association and not to change 
the service conditions till the Reference 120/99 is finalised. 

3. A notice was issued to the opponent to file 
theWritten Siatement. 

4. By Ex. 5 opponent has filed the written statement. 
The brief facts are that complaint is not maintainable at 
law and the Hon’ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction. The 
comlainant is ill founded and made on assumption. The 
opponent has not contravened any provisions of sections 
3 3 of the ID Act. The complainant is not concerned work¬ 
man and alleged dispute is not connected with the main 
reference. Hence the complaint is required to be dismissed. 
The complaint is not maintainable at law, as it is filed on 


the ground of apprehension—assumption. The subject 
matter of present complaint is not connected with the 
pending reference (ITC) No. 120/99. There is no such 
demand promotion in the main reference. The averments 
and contention made in the complaint are not true, hence 
denied by the opponent. It is denied that the management 
is trying to modify recruitment and promotion rules with 
the other union. It is the privilege of the management to 
change of any rule. It is denied that there will be change of 
any service conditions of the complainant. The manage¬ 
ment call recognised unions and ASTD for the discussion 
for changing the R & P regulations and the union is not 
recognised union and their union has not a legal right to 
say anything about R & P. The complainant has not pro¬ 
duced any proof of contravention of section 33 of the ID 
Act. Thus it is prayed that the complaint should be 
dismissed with cost. 

5. During the course of adjudication the representa¬ 
tive of the complainant submitted a purshis by Ex. 6 and it 
is stated that the matter is settled with the management, 
hence the present complaint may be disposed off accord¬ 
ingly. 

6, Looking to the facts of this purshis Ex. 6 it is 
clear that the matter has "been settled amicably and there is 
no grievance of the complainant regarding changing the 
R & P policy. Not only that the opponent has not commit¬ 
ted any breach of section 33. Thus there is no violation of 
section 33 of the Industrial Dispute Act by the opponent. 
Looking to the Ex. 6, this complaint become infructuous 
and does not survive in law. Hence I pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

In view of the fact Ex. 6 the parties have amicable 
settlement regarding the subject matter of the complaint. 
Hence this complaint is hereby disposed of. No order as 
to cost: 

Date: 21-12-05 

Ahmedabd. B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 19th July, 2006 

S.O. 3313. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central Gov¬ 
ernment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1124/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 11, Chandigarh now as shown in die Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of State Bank of Patiala and their work¬ 
man, which was received by the Central Government on 
19-7-2006. 

[No. L-12012/117/2000-IR(B-I] 
A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHR1KULDIP SINGH 

CASE NO. lD.No. 1 !24/2k5 
Registered on 13-9-2000/22-09-2005 
Date of Decision 09-6-2006. 

RAJESH KUMAR S/oSh. CHHQTE LAL R/o 76, 
RACE COURSE ROAD, AMBALA CANTT 
<HARYANA) 

.PETITIONER 

Versus 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE, DEPTT OF ECONOMIC 
AFFAIRS, BANKING DIVISION, JEEVAN DEEP 
BUILDING, SANSAD MARG, NEW DELHI-110001 
AND OTHERS 

.RESPONDENT 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. D.R Sharma, Advocate 

For the Management Mr. N.KZakhmi, Advocate 
AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their notification No.L-12012/ 
117/2000/IR (B-I) dated 3rd/17th August, 2000, referred the 
following matter for the adjudication of this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of Management of State Bank 
of Patiala in terminating and denying the regular 
employment as Peon-cum-Frash to Sh. Rajesh Kumar 
S/o Chotte Lai is just and legal? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled ? 


The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel. The workman filed 
the Claim Petition on 19th April, 2001 against which the 
Management filed the Written Statement on 23rd August, 
2001. The workman filed his affidavit in support of his claim 
and also placed on record phots copies or the documents 
Annexure A to F. The Management filed the affidavit of 
their witness S. L Kumra the Deputy Manager. Both the 
workman and tire witness of the Management appeared in 
the witness box and they were cross examined by the 
opposite side. 

1 have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submission made by the Counsel for the Parties. 

The question which has fallen for the consideration 
of this Tribunal is whether the Management terminated the 
services of the workman and whether the said workman 
was denied the regular employment as peon-cum-frash. It 
has further, to be seem whether the action of the 
Management in terminating the services of the workman 
and denying him the regular employment as Peon-cum- 
frash was just and legal ?If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled. 

Reverting back to the Claim Petition, filed by the 
workman, we find that the workman has made the claim 
that he was appointed as Peon-cum-Frash on 13th August, 
1984 in the Ambala City Branch of the Management Bank 
where he served upto 10th November, 1984. His work and 
conduct, during this period was certified to be satisfactory 
by the. Branch Manager. Despite that his services were 
terminated on 11th November, 1984 without issuing him a 
notice and without paying him the compensation the wages 
in lieu of the notice and the Management also did not 
follow the provisions of Sastri Award and the Bie-par-tite 
agreements. According to him he was again appointed on 
temporary basis on 23 rd April, 1987 in another Branch of 
the Management Bank in Sector 17-C, Chandigarh where 
he served upto 12th May, 1997. Again his services were 
terminated suddenly without following the provisions of 
law. According to him the Branch Manager had informed 
him that the Management shall now make regular selection 
and in that regard he also received an interview letter dated 
21 st October, 1991. He appeared in the interview on 19th 
November, 1991 and submitted the certificates including 
that of being a Schedule Caste, experience certificate and 
that of having served the Management for 
105 days. Despite all that the Management did not select 
the workman. In the year 1996, the Management selected 
33 persons as Peon-cum-Frash including Rajesh and Vinod 
who were earlier appointed alongwith the workman in the 
year 1984 and whose services were also terminated in 
November, 1984. 
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The Management has opposed the Claim of the 
workman saying that since the workman did not serve the 
Management, as per his own claim, for a specified period, 
so as to claim the benefit of Sec-25 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, hereinafter to be referred as Act. According to his 
own claim the workman had worked for 61 and 24 days in 
Ambala Branch and for 20 days in Chandigarh Branch. 
Thus in total he served the Management for 105 days, i.e. 
less than 240 days, therefore, he did not fall in the category 
of the workman and so the Management was not obliged 
to comply with the provisions of the Act before dispensing 
with his services. It is further claimed that the workman 
had been engaged for a specified period in the year 1984, 
to do specified work of clearing the backlog and his 
contract was not renewed after a specified period. It is also 
claimed, by them that the contract of service was not 
renewed, therefore, the workman cannot claim relief under 
that. Even otherwise the workman has come to the Court 
after a long delay, therefore, the reference is bad for delay 
and latches. 

On merit, the Management admitted that the workman 
had served them for the period’ claimed by him a but that 
service fell much below the required number of days so as 
to fall within the definition of workman. Ikcprding to them 
the employment of the workman was temporary and was 
for specified work, therefore, his disengagement was not 
retrenchment. It is not denied by the Management that the 
workman was called for an interview and an opportunity 
was provided to him however, he was not found suitable 
as compared to those who were declared successful. 
Claiming that the Management had made appointment of 
regular employees through the Banking recruitment Board, 
it is stated by them, that the petitioner was not able to 
produce the required documents therefore, he was not 
selected. The Management since having provided 
opportunity to’ the workman to prove his claim for 
appointment, therefore, they did not violate the provisions 
of the Act. 

The Counsel for the workman has placed much 
reliance on a memorandum dated 14th January, 1991 which 
was entered into between the representatives of the 
employers and the employees of Punjab National Bank. 
According to him, in terms of the settlement, a workman 
who had served the Management for 90 days on or after 
1 st'January, 1982, was entitled for consideration for regular 
appointment as Peon-cum-frash. The workman having 
worked for the Management for 105 days, therefore, was 
entitled for consideration. The record of the file shows that 
the workman himself admitted that he was called for 
interview and was considered for appointment as Peon- 
cum-frash , but he was not appointed. He has also taken 


the support of a letter exhibit W5 i.e. the interview letter by 
which the Management had asked the workman to appear 
for the interview provided he had worked in temporary 
capacity for 90 days or more after 1st January, 1982. As 
stated earlier the workman had worked for 105 days, as 
admitted by the Parties and he was considered for regular 
appointment as Peon-cum-frash. The Counsel for the 
workman has failed to show me that by the settlement dated 
14th January, 1991 the workman was entitled for 
appointment. As per the wording of that settlement and 
that of the interview letter, he was entitled only for 
consideration and not for appointment. It is worth note 
that the Management Bank was not party to the settlement 
dated 14th January, 1991. so was not the workman. Still the 
Management imbibed the split of that settlement in the 
interview card and followed it. 

The workman did not take steps to bring on record 
anything to show that his consideration for the 
appointment was malafide or it was not true consideration. 
In the circumstances the court cannot challenge the opinion 
of the Selection Authority which had been given authority 
to make the appointment. The workman admitted and so is 
the case of the Management that the workman was 
considered fof appointment and had sent him the interview 
card W5. In my opinion the management though was not 
party to the settlement nor they could be forced to comply 
with the terms of the said settlement, still they gave 
opportunity to the workman and considered him for 
appointment but did not find him fit for the job. 

I also agree with the counsel for the Management 
that the reference made is also misplaced for the simple 
reason that the workman did not fall within the definition 
of workman as he had not served the Management for 240 
days. He also cannot take the benefit of the settlement to 
which none of the parties were signatory. Thus the 
settlement so arrived at could not bind them. The reference 
is also bad for delay and latches as the workman had 
raised the demand almost after 12 years. 

Considering the facts and circumstances brought 
on record I am of the opinion that the Management did not 
violate the provisions of the Act for denying the regular 
appointment to the workman nor their action amounted to 
terminating the services of the workman as is claimed. He 
is therefore, not entitled to any relief. The reference is 
answered in these terms. Let a copy of this award be sent 
to the appropriate government for necessary action and 
file be consigned to records after due completion. 


KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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7 t fafa, 20 2006 

77. 37. 3314.- 3fojlffa STfilfWT, 1947 (1947 

=FT 14*) fa VR117 ^ 3, 7>^7 7177TR ifa3fa 3lfa 

sf&m fa 77777 7t 717«& ffafafa C b*fau) fa fa - **, 

srjsfa rf ffafa 3?leilfh=b f^<NI4^f sftfaffa! fafami, ^fa-U 
faTW (7fa! 7fan9/19<)7) fa y^rfVId Tfat $ ^ fafaT 
7TT71TT fa 20-7-2006 fa 777 *g31T 7T I 

[7f. T<?1-12012/73/1996-37fal7 (fa-I)] 
3T77 ^tfR, Slffafa 
New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 
S.O. 3314.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 9/ 
1997) of the Industrial Tribunal, Bikaner now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of State Bank 
of India and their workman, which was receiyed by the 
Central Government on 20-7-2006. 

[No. L-12012/73/1996-1R (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

fafaft ra ffarr7 aifanro, faT&fa* : 

Ml614) H 

37TT. lj€I. fa. 

' fa 7 ?. cft-tflq fafaPre ; fan? #r fa. 9 7ifa 1997 
H6l9k 77TT^ 1,7: fa7 nffalfa 7!^fa. 5 

si#Hfa nfa w: at Tmnji ffan at wm (m) 

-nfa/faiT! nr 

ToTF^ 

1 , fasn fafa iTJR^ fa*T7, fTSRH 

3qffW, Tfe, ^7^: (TR7*1T7) 

2. nnTT!, 7fa 3TFF §fs<4i, Itthti 

*iMsjj, mW at f^idi at tipfr (Tman) 

-ainfafar/fTfaTn 77 

#r 3irfa7 am 10 ( 1 X'R), aMte 

3?faPm 1947 

jMfwPl : — 

1. at aTTfafafafanr, fainfafafaT, nfa nrfalTfa 

2 . at faifrn, stfaam, 3im*ff nn fait^n 

71 fa 

fsifa : 15 snfcf, 2006 

trct 717777 , aa "Tama, fa f^<refl 7 3faftfh7! fanr 
3lf7f777, 1947 (P*H^ '3TPt 7d«b< e b 6 fiH 3ffMfiMH <6?! ^fall) 

fa am 10 fa twh (i) fa 7n*5 (a) fa sifar nrct 


3?fa7J7n7!nn Wl2012/73/96/3fa3lRfa (^f) ffafn 
14-7-1997 fa 5R! fafa *7? 7717 fa 3mfaT 1fa7 Iwi 
3rf MpH u ^i«t wfarmn fa fan n :- 

“Whether the action of the mangt. of SB1, Jaipur is 
Justified in terminating the services of workman Shri 
Mahavir Prasad, part time Safai Karamchari w.e.f. 1-10-83 
after employing him more than 240 days in a year from 
October, 1982 to September, 1983 without paying him notice 
pay in lieu of notice of. one month and retrenchment 
compensation in voilation of Sec 2^ F of the ID Act, 1947 ? 
If not what relief the workman is entitled and from what 
date ?” 

2. WT W7 77 77!7n ^ 7^727 ffan 771 , fafa 

7$!7!17f SR! 3Tfa-3lfaMl37 fafami fa?! f 

37T«ff *?HRt SRT TmjcJ P*I<U U ) 7TF 

3TST«ff 7 F T f-fFThM«6 7^ f^TT 77! % I - 

3. fa 
7t*ff WnrR 7717 (fa^ 3TFt TeTTR TT^f 

■TfalT) 7RT T7 37R77 77 7^7 faTT'77! $ fa 

T7«ff ^ 3T7lMf ^fSFT Tit fTTTRT 7IHS1 9ffa77^T ^ 

trMI (Tfar) ^ 77 m farfa .28-9-82 
fapRf faTT77! 7T,^7f 3fa«lf77 % 3Ttfa 28=9-82 
30-9-83 77! 7!t 3fa7 if 367 far 773 fTT^T faTTT fat! 
777717 ^ 7>Rf faT! 7! fa^FT f77T7 3177 7H7 7?t ^777 
7T. 4 arfac! 7R^ "^7 3TFt 7F 7t sffacT faT! 77! ^ fa 37^ 
3T7T7f ^ 3Ttfa fate THcl ^ 7 7*fe7 

T^tf ttt 4 fan i TTspp 7!71 7t ■^TrfwftTf 1717777 77, 
477 fat fTTT 1 7!7f ^ 3T^7K 3M«ff U 1 7 3TT7 ffatT 77 
7T. 22/17312 fafa 10-9-91 Tlfa 3!#^ 77mT Wlfa 

Tit ffafafl fan fa 1-7-75 3 31-7-88 fa 3T7f7 $ far 
3^777^7 7 31^sfa THfalfaft 7 7iP$ fan 't, fa 

farffa 7>fa nfair^ sifan far nr, nMt 7 77 

arjmr ^ 3T77T nfam 3T7I7f 7. 2 n TRSI 77^7 fan 
fa^ 77^ ?T7 3T77t 37jm n 777 3T7T7f 7f. I fa 3T7faT 
77faT!3^-3fa 317!7f 7. 1 fafafa77^[3T7T7f 7f. 2 fa 
4fan7n^7^7Rt7fa7fannR sm^rf 7.2 Tfan tf 
37?7TO7 fal 7?! fa 3?7t 77> ^7t7 THTfar 3T7!7t 71. 1 

7 fa ^nr faf arm i i ^Tfa 7^3 nTf farfa 29 - 8-91 fa 

3T717f fa. 2 fa tfacTT, 29-2-92 7 7T7:1993 3 7t 7! 3fa 
Trfa 7R fclf<9kl 7 77H^ nfalTT 3T7T7f 7f. I fa 

ibua.m 7 CTI: 29-8-91 7 29-2-92 fa 7fapZ^ ^TTT 
7 fwtm, 7Ff 1993 77 3^ fa 77F 7t 3TR7T77 

fan fa 3?7t 77! eMtr nrrfar 7 ntf tttt tt)' arm t 
apfa fa 77! 77! 77? ^ 71777 TlTfa fafa 7t nfal, 
7K 7? 7Ff 1995 faTTTfa 7! ^ ffal! 7t 7!7t 77 
71777 fafa 3lfa 7!7T 77fa ^7 n?T 7! fa 3T5TT«ff 71. I fa 
71777 Ifal^ ?Hd*7 fat 7fa mfafa fat ^ 3TT7 

7!7f 7!. 2 7 7T777 fafa fa!7 75?T fa 7? 31717! 71. I ^ 

TnrfcfT 47mi, fafa 77 71777 nmsm ftei Ifa nfa 1 
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FTR£RTF^RRTRf 15-11-95 RTf TOTTER. 2 3 faeTT 
eft 7THTTT ^ Tt RR fRRT 3 t!t R>5f 1% t^ftt 
R tf TORT t RR TOft*KRTR RTRf ^ 17“ 11 “95 Rft TTFI9R> *R 
TO^TO (RfctfR) RR tWT TOT 7TTR>TT TOTJT ^ TOT 

wfam 3Rg?T rtt£ atfteitfRRr fRRTF frtrt, fr Irrk 3 
3iyi*4TR'M "^PTCR Rf 336 ®w4 fc<w 

*q|«hR fRT^ RRT ^JR : 4tRi "4 eW ^ Rk Is^i sftr 
’lei Fft R>t TjTR "4 RF 3TfRpi u fqi«f TOtfRR TO 
fRRT I "STIR? Rf 3T^T1IT IVli* 1-10-83 qft f^Hf fRi'tfl R>K*4 
FR^ TORTT ^ ^tesfT TO^TT Tt TOfe, RT^fRd, TOTRltf RRR^ 
37^VlPl«t) Rfd t! tTcT'fl RTTRT RRRt "TO TR> HJ5 ’llfitl 
3TRRT 'ilfiti is) fRRT TR®PH Rft Tjfacf i?H fcfTRT 
RRT STfafRRR Rft TO 25-^ft ^ TOTOfR RTR? ^ TTR*f Rft 
Rf?33RT 7fR yftm iTOT tfWit Rft RRt t 3^T WRt ^ 

RTR TITMf Rft ^R: TtRT ^ R TERR ^MfTOI'JjfRT ”3?# TO 
RqiqfR RTet R>4<*K 5g ; t2i<A c < Rft fiqfnfl TfRT "4* TTR fTOTT RRT 

tottrIrtr to 3n«ff ^ tor sr^fRR to torftt 3HRft) i|R rr 

R RTTOR RTT# 3 Rft TO ^ TTSf^ ^RfaTOJjfar 3rftqRTITf TO 
TOTO#R^TO^^ftlRTRTRRTt I TOT^RTrH 1-10-83 
Tt Rft R^ TRR Rft TEHt R?T 3&T, TOjfRR TOWIRt R 3T^RT- 
iTOF RlfTO RTTO T[R RR: 7tRT 4 TORT •&TT R TO? TOR fFTO^ 
TOR Rft RTSifaT Rft RRt t 1 

4, 3Tsmrf f£z 3?tt §Ts<ti ^ ^rft*! rNtt% 
To TR^cT ^TTO # Iro^T 5-2-99 ^ % fTOT TO «TT, 
TRTO ^>T "5Tf?RK ^RH ^ RF1RR fTO "TO "f 1% RF ^ 
TR ^ FrRT fFTM TO t % f^TO 28-9“82 ^ 30-9-83 ^ 
3T^RT 3 TOf ^ 367 TOf fFTO tRRR iTO ^TTOPT ^ TOf 
fTOT Fl, 3TSn«ff R. 1 ^TT I^T "T? f^TO 10-9-91 TOf ^ 

R TTF^RFf t, TO! ^TOT T^T 3T«! ^T TOT TO 
TFT t, 3TO RRf ^?2Tf 3R^tTO TOF ^RF ’Tt TOR fTOTT 
f f^T TOTf F TTTCf RTF HiMG-d MlMcrt "4* RTF ^FT TO^ ^ 
TORR 7T RFTf "t fRTO FtTOTR ’fl TRRT FFt SRTRfRF ^ 
■3T*ff ^\ fTOFT 1-10-83 RT! t?CTt FFf Rft, RF FRF 11% 
3TTOf TT. 2 ^ 3TTOf ,R. I Rt! 3TJTO RTt Ft fTO FT 3MR? 
Ff. I F tRTO TFf fTOTT 3^T ^TRTf TO 4 to FFt fTO I 
3TfaftTO 3TNtFTRf RF *ft 3rffTOT .iRTRT 11% RrRtRT RR7 
"^tIto FtFT "t 3TTO TOtTO FFt Ft^ RTR! TR^5 FlRt ^ 
^RTRIdR ^ TTR^T RFT 3TO t, RF R?^ 3FJFW TOR TO^ TO 
3?fRTOTt RFf t, RTRf ^ RF TOT ^FTRT11% RF fRRfacT RT^ 
FlfR TOfTOt FFf RT R Ft RF RI^ RT^ FT^R ^FR^fe ^ 
3TOfF RT2 FffR Wmi RFft fItRTRT 3TRTT RT, ^f«h "4 FTRTt 
RfTOT TOR TO RTRRR RFf RT, Rt TORT^T RTPgi T^Rj 
7TPRT't FTFT TTTOf ^ RTpf ^f 15-20 fold FIR^ ^ 'fRTl^ 
^F-Ft Wt! #R yPdfFH ^iFTTTR^ 3TfRRRR 60/- "F. Ft, 
'IfTcTR RfTOF 1TOTT R^RT RT, TRRTfFRT 3TRTO7T 
RR TFeTT RT 3^r FTT iRR TTTOf TO RTPf RFt FteTT RT, yRlft*1 R1 
RtRRITT TO TTTOf 3p[RR Ft^ ^ TOT°T TOTt RglRtT RTTTR TRR 
34fell RT RT RTRt TTTT^ RftRTT RR ST^R RTt^ TTRTR TTTO^ «bi4 


TOC^ ^ iTOJ, TOFT RT 3ttT RFTRtT RTTIR 3TTO! TO iRRttR?! RFf 
RT I TOf ^ RF Rt ^TTRT t % RF 3PRR TO?! TORT RT sftr 
3rfRRT 3TTfSrTO TOR TOT TOFT RT 3R?tT FTlt TOT 4 FTT^ 
1-10-83 ^ 3FRR TO^ TORT TOR TO f^RT RT ^TTRRTOTt 
■^tero ReTT RRT RT I TOTR^t *^ft TO TJRT RTR TOfTO TO U 1^' 
TORT ^ RT RteFT TjfR TO RT^ 3?«t RFf FtFT t | 

3TRT«tf TO RRTR f -lRT RF TORR 3TTfer TOR 3TR Rt TOT TO 
TFT ^ 3rtr RTR eFT, H^TIN "TO^ fTO^ rf iRRTF F3TRT ^ RF 
TRR ^ ^R TO TOR 3TTRT TO^ TO 3TfRTOTt RFf t I RTRH 
RF Rt ^TTRT ^ iRT 7TTTTO TTRR R eft ^ffTOT RT RT Ft fT^RR RT 
^Itr 7PHR> 3fT^ RT RT 3R^ RT R>ls? RTR^t RFt Rt, RRf FTeft eft 
TORT 3>ftT TORRT RTTRit 3TtT ^ RTtf TOR TORT RT, FTT^ TO^ 
RT froit TOR ^ 3R^ RT RT TTRR RT ^RT TO RVflflpT# fRRRR 
RFf RT 3ttT fRT R TOT^ RTO TOtTOT RT tRRTRRT ^ TOTOR 
RFf «t, RTRf ^ offerer ^RTgfTO ^ 13-14 R^FRTRTRFfRRK 
RRTRT t Rt ^Tt ^ TOTR RtTOTtR RFt't, TOTTRf RT. 2 RFt 
RRTOT RRTRT RRT "t RRlRT ^fRR iRRTF ^ TOTT^ff TT. 2 Rft 
RRTOT RFf i I TOTTRf fRT Rft 3TtT ^ 3T^rT FTT RRTR TOt Rft 
TT^tRFR^^RRF Rt 3TfRRTRF iTOTT RRT t fRT RfRRT^RF 
R«R Rt ^RTRT f 1RT T3Z ^RT TORT ^feRT, RRPT RTFR^TR ^ 
■^jtRRR R MRTR7 ^ R«R 3T^RR fFRfR7 27-10-1988 R 
9-1-1991 ^ TOeRfeTTOT’‘TiTRR 6-4-91 RH TOtfTOTT RT sftT 
^RMR ^ TOsTTO "4 Rt RRT RTF Rft fRRTRT =F TRR FTT RTRR 
RtfRfTO^RR T5RRTRT RT iTOT^ ST^RR RTRf RfRRT Rft Rt 
TO^RR TORT RTfFR RT ^fRTR RTRf RfRRT ^ TO^RR RR^ TO 
Rftf RReR RFf fRTRT ^T RF TORR 3?fRR7 TOf$TR7 TOR RT 
TO%T TFT t I RfRf RiRRT RfR Fr|RT FTO eft RRT RTF R 
TO^TO TO ^RT, RF TOR TOT 25-^, T^R RT 25 TO RRTR 
^ ^ RTTOF t 1 TOR Rt RTTTOJT TOTRT $ Rft^ RR Rt ItTO 
RFf t 3ftT RF Rftf TOJcftR RTRT RFt TO RTOTT I TOR RF Rt 
3TfTOT frorr RRT ^ iRT 3TRTRf ^ RFT fRRffTR fRRR % RRRt 
TOTTER Ft PitiPw Ft TTTOft %, RRT^R TOfRTTOT TOT yfflMtfcfl 
fTTTOcTf ^ TOJTTTT ^RTRTRTR Rt fRRR iRTRJ fR^fRR TOR ^ 
RRTOF t I 

5. R^TTOTf TOT TOFt-TOFt RR TTRTO 3 RTTJF TTT8R ^ 
^tTF^ TRR RTRf RfRRT RFTRtT RTTTF TO TOTRRR %T ^TOf t 
RRT TOTTRf fRRtRTOTR Rft 3ftT ^ TTTRtRR TT^Rt ^TRRtRfTTF, 
RTRRTOT R R% TORT ^ TOTRRR ^RT W RR t I 3FRRT RR 
TOT TTTO^rri; RR ^ TTTRt ^ fRTF Rft RRt t 3TtT RRftTO 
TTTRR Rt t^T Rft RRt ^ I 

6. fRRRFT RSTTOTt Rft R^R 7$Rt RRt RRT^ RRTRHt TO 
RTOTlRR fRTRT RRT, FRT^ TTRR rTRcT FTT RTfR ^ PlKlK u l F^ 
RTJTR RR ^ tRRTTRtR RTO RFt ^ 1% RRT RTRf RFTRtT RTRF 
TO/TRI eft R RTRFf R^Rkl RTt 1-10-83 RTt 3TRTJRT S2 ^ 
fTTRRT 83 ^R«R 240 fRRTT ^ RfRRT Rft ^RT TO ^R ^RTR 
Rf 3rt?itfRR> fqq|< 3TfRfRRR Rft RTTT 25-RR? R»t RTFFTT ^ RRT 
RTF TO RtfeR 3TRRT RtfeTT ^eFT 3ftT ^3TTTOTT f^t fRRT 






.il|MIH !(-»!♦ «l 
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iFTTF FTT TF3m : 3PTTF 19, 2006/WTTO 28, 1928 


[’TFT II—3(ii)] 

FTTFT ZfFF *TT 3?tT Ffft Fft Ft ^1ftF> FFT TIFF IftT? 
IftFTft ft Flft FTT StfftFTTft ft I 

fsp^ftt ftT£ Frft FTT FT7 TOT FT*# WFT ft *TT I 

7. TOFF ft -FT^T ft ftnF TIT^F 3Nft WHF ft 
TITMf FfftFT FFTfttT 3TTFF FTT FddHI ft fFT FF 28-9-82 Fft 
7TPFT yFT*JFT 'HkdfF "ftz ftFT 3ffaT ffeFT Fft ft FFT 

FT &tYi<*>iei1'i TTFH^ ft FF FT (d^Fd ^3TT, FTIFft FF 

fd^fad 7TF7FFT FF=%JFT FKefrF ftZ ftfFT FFy ftt ft 

ftt FFt eft, fd^fokl ft Tjft zft FFTFT FFT FT 1ft 4F^ ft ftjjft 
3Fft ftt Tftft, 3TIFTT FTTft ftft ft FT*ftt Fft TTFF^ «mii FFT ftFT 
■ft' FFflftt (Ffijft ftftt FTT Ffift FFFT fttFT FT ) ftFT ftFfftT 
^«(6 10 Fft <sj<ddf FT fttt ftFT ft (|cf^ ft FIF FF ^ u f <^F ft 
FTFft ftt TTFTI^ F 3FF FFTft ftt FTTft FTTFT FT, Z^rft 3JFF 10 
Fft ft 5 Fft FFT FTTft fftFT FTFT FTFT FFF 8 ftFfftT FTTft 
Fktll FT, FF 3TFFT FTP? ftFFF fd'di ft FTTFT FT fttt Zftt ft 
FTTft ft hRi f'lft'dF* Fft fftftt TTFTR Fft fftFTTFF F^f ftt, FFF»t 
FTFft, FTfttft ftftTZT ft FfftfFF WTT$ FTFt ftt I 3Tlft FF ftt 
FTFF fFTFT ^ iFT TT^ 1982 ft FF Fft t*i^«w fFTFT FFT eft 
FF'FFT FFtFF ■gTTT FF 3TT3FFTOF fftjl FTFT FT fft 3TN <tfl*i 
FFT Fft fftFTT F Fvft, Tjjefr f^H STFlftt FF FTFTft*Z FTT ftft fttr 
FTOt FTFf Fft 3TFHT ftt ftt | fftftp 1-10-83 Fft 3PF?T FFF 
^ 3TFTFf 7TTTFT FF^TFT FFFJ^T ft 3Flft fttfisTFT 3Fft?T ft FF 
FTFft ^7. ZTTFft ftFT FFTFT F>T ft tFT ItFFH ftftFT FF^T ft 
ftFT TTFTFT Fpft ft 3TTft?T l^ft f, ZFFft ftFT ft Fftf ^FFFH 
Fft ft, FF ft FF 3TFft ’fftftFFT ft FFT ftcTF ft Fft ft FTFFT 
ft fFFtFFT Zft ft ftF FTT FeftFT W 30 F 20 ^FTFT ft 
^FFTF FTTFTFtT ZTTcT FTT fftFT 3?k Fft F>FT F7TTT FT tft 
FWftz ft Flftt FF T^F ftpT fftftFT FTft FFT Fft^ F^ ft 
240 fftlftf ft 3TfFFT cTFTFR ftFT Frft ft 3FFR FT dFRTTT 
FFft Fvft FTeTT aftftfFFT FrftFlft ft FFT l TTFTFFT FFT FF^F^F 
FFJT ft FFT FF f^’llft 1-9-91 FTft F>T FFTF FRftF ftfe 
ftft ft ¥1101 FF^rftf Fft 3Tlft?T fftlT FT 1ft ffti 3TTFlf 
FTftFTftft ft 14-8-91 Fft 3TFfF ft ^JFFF 3 Iftff ftt SRFlf 
ftFTFftftZFft 3FftFFFF 30-11-91 FFT 3Tff?TFT FTFfeTF ft 
3FFYFFT 7*TF ft FfF ^ft FTt?ft, FTFl ft 29-8-91 Fft ^FT 
FTftTTFF 3TFft Fft ^F: fftjfftT ftg ft^tF FF^FFT T^Z ftft 
3TTTT ^feFT FFJT ft Fftft Tfftrft Fgft ^5^-1 ftFT FT ftft 
7TTQT FF=FFT FTTFJT ft FT^ FTT Iftft^F fftFT FFT FFTR 
FTftTTTF Fftft TfftT^ft FFft ^-2 tftTTFT 29-8-92 
FFft ^r^-3 ft ftft ft, ft FFft ft FTftf '5^-4 FF%T Frft 
F? ft FFTFT ft 1ft TTFTFFT F^nfFF^FFT ft STFlftf ¥IIOI 
FF^-TFT FTTFT^ Fft 37Fft FF •S«c^-4 ft Rioi FT fFT 
“30Fft FSTftTFTTTF FTT 3TTftgF FF 3TF ftfaeT fFTFT ft FFfFT 
ft^?T FTFFft Fft TFTf fftftFFftgTTT^TTeFTTTFft FTlftFlft ft’jft 
ft ^fft ft 3TF: FFTftT FFT^ ft -FTftgF FF FT fftFR fftFT 
■FTFT ftFF Fft ft 1 ft FT7K ftt ft fFFFT^TFT TjfftT 

Fft, FTT73T FF^TFT ft ftt ftt TjfFTT FF ft TTTF FTT IftFT ftr 
1993 ft fft^Tft FT 3TFTF! FTMT FF^TFT ft ftt FTTT ft 


3TRFTFF IftTT 1ft 3?ft ftftF FJr4(FF ft ^ FFTF Fft 3TTFT ft 
ftr 3TFft Fft FFT ZTT ftft FTFft FT IftftF ft FT^TT 3^T FF 
WST FFFFFT tr FftTTT FTTFT W 1 ?TTft F7FR[ FT«ff FF 
1995 ft ftFi Fft ft ^ arcnft yrer ff=fft ft fft^T ft zrrft 
TTFTTT FTTFFFT F FT«fFTFF Fft ftfpRT ft ft ftftt 3?tT FTfT fft 
FTF'JT ft ftFTT^ f*m Fft TfT ft ftT FTF ft FRpT FTTft ftt TO 
FFT FTF ft I^FTFT 15-11-95 FTt fftFT eft zftft ft FT^Tirff Fft 
ft 3?lT TO fft ft ^ ft Fft ft FFTFT FF 3TT^TTFTTT 
17-1-95 FTtFTft 3TFFT fftTK TOFFT FF 3TT^FF (ftftF) 
FF fFFFT, FTF^r ft TTFF Z3TFT TO <Rft FTTftF T^3T ftft 
FjfTft ftftF FTOFT 3fVT TTTSn FF^TFT, FTTftF Ift FjfF 
fFFTO ym\ TOT5T iTOT ft FFTFFT ftt FTOR FFTFT FT 
TO* 3lfF#TFT FFFftlF ft WPTFT F^TF*RTFT ^ FTFTF FF?f-5 
fftn FT ftr 3TOFTCT Flft ftft^ FFft ‘S^-6 ft 3TIFTT FT FF 
fftTK 'FWM^T STfFPlftFTft 3TTFT t IFlft ft 2Rft Ff ft TOFT 
11ft ZFFft ftFT TTFTFf FTTft ft FTFT^ZTlft FIR FT ^ftF 
FTfFFFft Fft IftgSRT fFTFT FFT ft ft 3TTF ft FTTftTcT ft ftr zft 
ftFT FFTfft FTTft ft ^ ^ W FTT Ftf^ 34FFT FtlZF ftTF F 
^aFFFT nftf Iftn ftr ztt ftft ftpI Frrft Fift Fft Ffr®2RTT 
ftfftr Fft Fft Fft, FFF OTft Ftft Flft ft 1ft5f?T Fft FTcTFT 
Fft Fft Fft 3fk FTTFTt ftFT ST^fftT FF ST’FTTT ft FF ft 
TTFTFTFTTft 3fk Fft^ FTTIFT, fttfFTF F STTFRFft FT, TFF ftt 
ftFT fttftfFFT iFFTF 3rfMlFFF Ffft FTTT 25-FFT, ft, FF F 
fFFF 7 7 FTT F ygfFF TTFTFT FTTFT TOFT t fttT Ff ft 

FTFF fftFT t fft FF ftFl^ iFfft ft 3TTF FFT ftftFFR t 
ftr fftftt ft FTTFSTF ftftFF ft Fft t 3TF: FF TTft ftF eTTftf 
ftfccT FFTPT FTft ftf FfF FTTFT $ ftr FftFT Tltft FT 3ft FT ft 
®Mf'd ft fFeTTF "Fft ftt FTftFT F>t ftl Flft ft fftTF ft ftTTF 
TftFHT fftFT t fft -gft ftFT ft ’JFFTF fteTT *TT, ftFT ftft T7FF 
ftft ftftFFT y > dO' J T fftFT FT 1ft FTF ftrTF ft ft ft ctfftd Rrlfoci 
ft FTftt TTfTTTZ F H fftFT, FTftt Mod ft ftft ftft^T ft Z6F 
3TfFTFTTltFt Fft ftfTFTTFF Fftf ftt, FFft T?T-3-4-5 ft Fl% 
FTftFTft FTTF Fft ftl TTftt FTftFTft ZFfftftF affftcT Fft TRF 
TTFF ftfftrT Fft ftl ftfftF ftt ft FTFtt ftftTZT ft '^TFTFfT Flft 
FTTFlftl F? FT?FT *l<rici ft fft ZT^F FTTF ft Rm ftFTT IftlT 
13TT ft ftt ft *Rft T^TTZT ft FTTH3F Fft FTTlft ft, 

F? FT^FT ftt FerTF ^ 1ft ftft ft ^JcTTfFFT ftft ftft ft ftft 
20/FTftt 42/FTftt 60/ ^ -gft ft ?ft?TT ft 60/-^ ft fft^ft ft FS 
Fft ^ 1ft y<v?t FF-6 cTFTFTT 10 FFT ft ft«+> ft SKI 
’JFFTF FFF fftFT ft FTfFcrT fftFFT FTFJT ft ftFTTt ft 
FTft'im ft^ft F>t FRtft FIF Fft ^ FF ^ift ft fft "Fftt 
i^l^tF l FF»FT 1991 ftFT^fttft, FFWtftfft TOFFT 
■F57FFFFT FTTW^T ft Fft ftcTFT ft ft ft^FT ftl FF ftt Tift 
ft 1ft ftt FTTT FTTF FTTFff ft ft ftft ft fftFT ftl ftft FHJT 
FTFF ft Fftf fftft ^TFFt Fft ftt I FT^FFT Fft FFF 

iF^fftT Fft FTftTsT Fft FFT Fft ft ftlFTF FF ftt F1F ft ^TFT 
ft ftk FF Tift ft 1ft ft FFTft FF^ft FTTFT fftnft 70/- 3ftt 
FTftt 80/- TT. J fFPT FTlft -ft ftfftF FFTft FF^tt FTftt fFPTcft ft 
FTftt Fft Ifteftt ftt 


241S G1/06—-15 
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8. RTftf ft faqftd trotTOR- rft ftt 

7TT^R ft 4 I^I5 RFTfttFfftF ft TRR Rl ^dd <tft 3TTR 

iftq T ftt ft 3T$TT 1983 ft R$ 86 FR Rcftr RTOT 

RRTOR Rift RTFT 3ftr TO TOffa ft RT TOft RFft. RTTOJT 

rtot ft to TO- 1w r ft ftr rt rt^ srfRRrft 

^TRfTrT FFf TFFT RFTft 1TR RRF RTFT ft fft ftt ft RFR 
ft tr. TO- fRftft 37fc ftt RTF ft ft ftt. RRT c^l4<d 7ft ft, RRTF 
ft =ti4 - qif<ftf RT eioi<l ft^+dARFft 1337-3 ft?TRTFRFTRtftTTF 
RI TRR Rt RTft 3TRfft 4 RTR eRft Rt RRF RFTft fR TO 

ftt fRITOterllH RftRfftRRTFft 
to tor RFftt ftfftR rt RR RRt 4 FRit ftfR Rt tor 
RRF t ftt, TOTRt 3TTcpT ^fft ^RTF ftt TOT TOTRtT TOR RTft 
RRFT TO, Fft RR ftt fRftt RR£T ^ RTft ^ %ft 3TTR7RRFT 
fcldl FR FR TOt ^cii crld ft, dtf ft PlR 'di^ Fidi Rt| RT4 
fdfVRd FFt‘ FTcTT TO 37k FT Ft RT^ fat^Hd fftF RT TOR Ft RT, 
Rift RR t^TTFT ftt FtFT TM TO TO^ft TO RFTRtT TOR 4 
TOTRT Rfft RFTft T7Rft i£ fftft Rf?- ft RT*J Rfft dft ^RR ft 
3T7^T ^ TT^ ?!, TOR Rift RTft RT TORF Ft fftfiMd RT 
FTFtTORTRftt ftt 1 r RF TRR Rift Rt' RT 3TRt fRftt fTTcTFIT 
RT RTFRTT RT tRR ft RTRfft RT 3RR fRftt TOcftFl'T 4 RTRTft, 
HSiftU TOR FTTT TOR-TOR RT 37FF lRFv4 Fft RT3RT of ftftFift 
^TR^-qTT-2 4 23 t cf«7T3R?fTO-13, 16, 18, 20, 24 RT 
ftt 4 ftt FRTTS7T TTq -^t t, ■ 5 FRT 37 ?TT®T T^eft cR Tf^ 
f^T TOKt TOT 4 3#RTO WF ^ ?R 4 ^TFfel TFT t 33k 
7TTRT TH TfR ^ # TfTO f 37T ?TT «ft 4 ^rq TO 

3ff7 FRF-qfe FTOfF TTT ff ^RT ?TT ! TO 

TTR ^ ST^TTTT IRT ^ 37ftRTS7 tTOlRF 

-tf^TOT i, «ft iTO^R ^R 3TRt t cf[ afcfa R 3TOfTR? 
^JRfrR T?fT TT; 'TF TOt^fcT T>‘l4<Tlg1 fM t 3^k fRRT 
T^m ^FlfcR 4 RR qfn RT^ t, WT 7TMT RTcft f 
3fk TTTO 37fRRRt RtfTOT RT^ t, RFT RR t 

RFRtT TOR R5R TfflTOT RTRt R^t'lf, 7TTRT 7RRR7 Rt 
3#RT«T T2TR fTO^f ^RTRTcfPT *ft Tffrq^R t Rt fd^pR ^ 
STpRTR RFf t, dRT fd^ffR TTf^fTTO ^ 4 

fr^T +4^1(1 «IT fTORT -gRRRT RFTTtT TOR 4 TFf Ft 
TRRT, RFRtT TOR T eft 28-9-82 4 7TTM 4 f3TI «TT 
R Fl TRFTR W^RT RR^T Rt fd^pR Rt^ Wl<fifc1 Rt, 
RF TOR f fR TOTRtT TOR TO TOR RTPft Rf fRRpR TO 4 
TTRlf RRT Ft RT RRTOft RT Rrft RRT Fft I RRf Rt RRt 
■3Tfft RT RT iRTft fRTte RTOT RT TO RFTRtT TOR Rft ^RT 
^ R, TOft RR Rt ?TTM 4 10 4 5 Rft RR Rrft RFf feT 
4tT R Ft f 4 Rqt RRTR RFt, TOfft RRt RFTRlT RTTR Rt 
fR^fRT RT 3U¥dWH RFt fRRT RRTfR F^ TOftr RT^T TOFRR 
37fRRR TOR Ft RFt «t 3ftT 3tTR RTf RttR 4 Rt 37fRRR RFt 
i, RFRftT TOR RT TOR Rt RTRRt Ft RFf Rt eft tfRR FRTt 
RRlft RT TOR Ft RFt RT, RFTRtT "TOR TfR Rt TOT R RT Ft 
RFf ^Tedft RT RTT HFI4tT RRR Rt TOTR 1-10-83 ^TOTRT 
RTft RT TOR Ft RFf FteTT RT, RF RReT t tR 28-9-82 ^ 


30-9-83 R RKR 367 f^t TOTcTR RPt tRRT Ft RRT fRcTOT 
1983 R’ FRTt RRR RTfRR tRFTTtRRT R^RT ^ RFT* 4 R FT RT 
TOTR ft Rift RTRT #F' fFRT R iRRt TOT R RFT RTft RTft 
TOT fTORT ^RR ftR 3 ^Tt Ftft 4 FRft ftfR ft 3TFT RR 
tRRT R RR ft RR RT tRRT I fRTF ft FR RRTF ft RFTRtT TOTR 
20-9-82 ft fttRT TOR RTO Reltft fR RF ftt RRRT ft 1 r 
RFTR tT TOTR TOTRTefttR fttRTt TO Ft RFt' TOT RT, Fft eft 
3TI4>RR4> RTft ft fftft ^TOf ft I 

TO TRTOT ft Ft TOTftfTOT eft RR TOR RTftt RRTOR, 
STfRRTft TTro; RRRR, RTlftR RR RHR ftftTTO iRRTR, Tftd 
ftfR 3RR ftFRT RfRfftR RTR^TO RR^T RT ReTTOTT ft fR 
RFTRtT TOTR Rt TOTftf ftfR ft RRt ftt ftRT ft RFf TOT RT, 
FTFt tfteTRT 82 ft IftcTRT 83 ft R^R fttR ft ftft TO Rift tRRT 
ft I fttT ftft ft dftTFT RF RR TOTT RT TO fftt RT ^ReTR ft 
Hell RT fttT RR RFt 3TTeTT RT eft ^ J ieiid RFt FteTT RT, ftft gKi 
TORt R eft tftRTfftT tRRT RR RT Ft TORt TRRt tRR, ftft ft 
tRRRR Fg TOR TOFRR RTO TOfftf RFf ft, RTTeftR TO #R 
fttr 3M ftfeR Fftd ftR 3TTR ^fFR TOR ftstTO ft RtR 
27-10-88 ftt ftftftlftlR tRRTR ftftfftRT ft TOFfcT 1R TTH^tid 
Rt RHRT ft ftft ft TTftt ,TOR3Tf ftt RR TOft TO~25 fttfteT 
tRR 3TtT TTR#ft ftt RTTOT ft 1-7-75 ft 31-7-88 ft TOR 
ftftR RTFR/RTTR/ftR ^cft/TRtRT 3ft ftft RT^ ftt "ftfRliftR 
R TOTRTfftR tttRTR' TO FRf IftftftT tRRT tftft Rift ft 
fftft TRFRR RftRT ft 1-5-1991 ft FFTTeT 3TRt* ft 3TfteT 
RFft RR-26 ft 30 ft ^^RTT RRtIto RT 30 R^ 1991 ft 
FTR ft 3TRR 3TTRRT ftft ft 3 ft ft RFTRtT TOTTF RT 
fftftftcT TOrfft ft TfcTOTR ftFR 3TTftRT RTRT ftt ftft ft • 
RTRT RF Rf^ 3TOJRR RTRT RTft RT ftRRTTt ftt TFT, 
ftrrrfRRRRFft TOT-SI IftTR 28-8-91 ft TTO ft, fftfR 
27-10-1988 TTOR; 9-1-91 ft TERft ft TOt RR IftfR 6-4-91 
ft 373 TRR ft fftnfft/ fttftR fftTTR 20-8-91 Rt TTRTRR ft 
TTRTRR RfRRT ft fftRTRT RR R froft RR 1-8-88 ft 
14-8-91 ft R£R Rift tftft ft TOfftft ft RTRft ft tRRTTR 
ft fft 20-9-91 3ttft ttrfR Tft RRt ft t TO RRTF ft 3RjTTR 
RFTRtT RTTTR ftt RlftaftR 1982-1983 Ftft ft RTTR Rft; 
TOft RTT RHHR ft TTTR 3TTRRT RR RT^eT ftt RTft RT 
30-5-91 eTR RT^F Rft Ftft RT TORt tftftRR RTftRRR 
ftt ft RT RRt I RTRJT ft RFTRtT RTTR ftt ftft RT RT| TO 
ttRT ftt t, TOftt fftftRT tftftfteT RfRRT ft TT3TR 3TfRRTtt 
FTTT ftt RTft ft RTTR "TO ftRT ft TFft RT ftl^ 3TfRRR ftt ft, 
TTRftlell ftRRltt ft TTR3T ftt TOTRltt ft ft ft ftt tft RFTRtT 
RTTO TRR 1983 ft RTF RT^T ft 3TFTT RR ft ft ft 3ft 
RRTRfRrf RR Fdft ftRTF ft FRTOR ftf t, TORt TRR Rt 
ReTT RT tft TO tftfRR RT 3TfftRK RTRT ftf ft fttfft TOft 
fRRTF ft ft RT^eT tRR fftTFRt TJRRT 3TRTRf Rt ] 996 ft ft 
ftt 3TTFRTO RTFT ftftft Rft-RR~32 ft TRR ft, TjftR Rt 
tFRtftF RfRR ft fftfRF IftTf RR R TOTRT ^RTRFTT RFTRtT 
RTTO ft ft tRRT RT TTRFI ft I IftTF ft fttFR RRTF ft TRTRR 
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faTO t fa #RTO TOt ## #7T tf^RTORTO# # #RTO # 

TOT 'hIM TO<eii^ #, ##$" 3shr tfa’ # *7WT fafacT 

sfasr fai^r r# 3371 «n i 

F# ^5Ft? # 3TR7# RTO # RTO 3RT TOIF *#TO ^T7, 
TOPTO RTO^TTO TO HPft ^T TOT H TRT $ fa RFT#T RRTg # 31 R^ 
1991 # ^ FPRR M FTfaT 37pfa 3#fa TO# #J 
top# # r# faro tot, hst^R top? rf# totto^i # 
3 ro# rt to# tofto tot «#rh #’ tof # rrfpr # fh# tot 
^ttort totft t, tof htottr httorr fafaR # fft t, F^fa 
srfafar #ft #fa # ftr# tot top* to# -gR ^7§p # 1 

faTF # ^tiM TO RTOF TOT RF 'ft TOTTRT $ fa nft HFPiR 
TOT^ TOt RTO fa# 3 ^ TOT, RF RH^I # far fa W 
TOi4TOd TO7T TOTR ^np|, 3 ^ ^ RF# RclPTT fa R" 
TOm^ci H^qO <HR # WTT # tTTOi^ TOT TOih ^ < (FT * 

3ftrTO#-TO# F7fat tot rift' ftFPTrart 1 if*trtof^f#tor 

faTO $ fa RF FT# t fa ^TTO 3 37TTO # FTTOT$ TOT TO# #TO t 

# F*fa q p faifl TOi i # F^qfa ^tr i, # tor # hto t 
RTO faf ■§■, 3 $ TO 9TOHI fa TOt # ^TfaRRT ^lRTORt # R# 
^ RTOi 4 # 3TTRR TOR 37TTO ^ 3TT5f FRl} ^fa # 9 <M«ii^ 
TO fan ti 3ft( #R 37fTOTO# £, #RTO RFPftt TOP? #t fafaT 
R# TOt R# # ##TO TO#-TO# FTTOT$ TO7TO ■# ^ fa^fa ^ 

^ft ^ft RFf 3 ^FTT TOffa TO Tit eTOP^T ^f 7TO1 TOf $ 
TO^r iftro ft TO3T!JT 3 7TOT t I 

9. froR tott 3TO. qro reft ^ a rrofaR 

to t fa 9rfTO7 arroffro ^ 3 ?#t frotro 
faror 1982 ^ facfa? 1983 TOT 367 far ^ TOHT 3#? 3 
3Tfafl fa^TT ^ 3TO. ^TTO ^ ^)TR TOJtT TfajFR TH^ ^ 
3TTO?faT ^ 3T^fa 3^Rn#H -ronf ^ ' 4^ l 0 28-9-82 

^ 30-9-83 TOT frotfro TF^ TO^TT TORT ^ TOfa 

3TOT«fatrf ^ TOff TFt ST^TO ^ 3TOR R ^ TOHT T TRT t 
TO'C^TtfTO TOR ^ 4 TOH ’Q. 29 faTOR 82 facfa 
83 ^ ^ 37^ ^ 336 fal 1^?falT fa^ t «fkTO 3Rf^ ^T 
3 TOR TORT 'ft'^faR iTOTT t, TO 3TOR ^f>t 3fa ^RTOf 
TTTOf TO-6 ^ 29 'ft TT^T faft i, TO TOTTOt Rft TO Tlfa 
t fa 3TT*ff TOfaR TOT Tf tTOft 'ft ^ 

R^f mt i faftror ^ 3n«ff to to wif to^ 3Tp«r ^ 

3TOH RT Ffa TORT t R7RJ fafft ifaR TO ^ 
TORTTO ^ ^TTO IT^T Htff faRTTOT t 3Taft?f RWt 3RT«ffTOT 
^ 37#T 3T^gNfa 3TTTO RT TO%T Ffa TOffTO RFf Ffa t I 
faftro? R^T TO TO TOR Rt TOTffa 3TO W<C#T TOP TOTT i 
fa frorfaTOT faro ^ totr ■ft’ TOfft Rf^ra - rt r«f tor} 3 

^TO Rft VTWSII Ftft ^ TORT TORT fq^iOqiKn «ft TOT TO4R '9TT«ff 
TOt TOT^T TOt STRTOTOcTT Ftft TO TOcTlf *TT fTOTTO TOt^ 

fa?TO TOFf RT faTTO far R^t Ffa *TT 3^7 ^TOPfa TOTK Rft 

TOP? 'ft RTfa TOTft T^fft ^ fa*) <jfa TO IJTOR 
ft-37T^T ^ TOR fan TORT «P TOTffa TOR farfaTO ^ TOfftfaT 
TOTOR TO$ Rft "TORT Ft 29 ^ RfRTO TOT TOPfalR tTOTTO 82 ^ 


facfTO 83 RTO iTORTR RcfcT P P RRT f Rft RTTOTfcTT t fa «fpTO 
■^TOT RTR TOpf Rft 3TRTRTOTT Ftft TO Ft RFt 3TRTT TO RfpTO 
TOftTO RFtft ^ 3} RTF TOPt TORT TO, FR TOTRT RFTTOt TOPf 
3PTfR faWTO 82 3 TOT faT Ftft ^ Rt 3R^TO 82 ^ facfa 83 
RTO 336 far TOfaR faft Rft "f, FR RTOP TOJTOt '5T^- 1 7R-6 
29 "ft ^f% RF Tlfa ^rorfcft t fa Risff TO TOPfTOR 3TTOTOTRtR 
TO4TOR -RTOR TO WT RTRRlR R^TOR TOPTMR -gRT TOf 
Riroft -ft' 3Tfapfar far^nror to st^rp rto 3faroTfaro to4tor 
to Rt TjpfrorfaTO RPfaK to TOTH Ffa t 3^ rf 
1 J , faTfaTO TOfaR ^ TOTH 77Rt SRlfa 3TPR TOT^ TO 

37fRTOT^t Ffa ^ I FH RTOP FR i? fa RTRf gRT 'faftTOTO 
^ 3T#T 3fftTR TOPt tgRR 30-9-83 sfR ^RT RRlfa faffa 
1-10-83 ^3^ RTO TOH^TO R^ $ 240 fa PT 3TfRTO FTRT 
MHlf«W Ffa t RR^RPff ^ TOI^TOId TOt eft TOR SRTTRfarT -ft 
Rt t4l=hK faTO RRR 3HTR Ffa Rt RRlfaH faRT 'f TORfcT 
faftHTO ^ 37RH RT«ft gRT TOPt TOTRT RRR ’JMcIH TORT TOpft 
^ TOTOR fa# 3TTOR TO TOtf fRTOF RSTTO# # Req R# t I 
^T fafK W TOTOR ^f Ft t fa TO# # FR TOPfalH Rft 
RRjfft TOP # I 3P^rfaTO TO SRTTOlfaro TO FftTO?T SRRlttcT 
TO# 37# FR TO# # STTOTOTcftR TOTHTRT ^ RTsffa fafPTTO ^ 
F^ #RTO TOTTOfaT TOTHTTO $ RTRJ fa# TOTOR TOt TOtf #TOT 
TO F^TsT ^TOTOeTR "ft Vfcjcf R# faTO RTO't', TO# TO TOP? 
3THTO#R Ffa R#TO RTO TO 3TOTH TOFRR 3TfaR#TOFT 
yR Tfa M Ffa t nt^^^FRRFRP# TOt TO^T t faTO# 
37TO#RH # 37#R 3faTOT#R TORH# # TOR ^ faftfTO TO I 
TORH RTR FF 7 T-RR -3 RRfafa $ TO# TO FRTT^R R# 

F# RTF # RF R# RTRT HI RTOTO fa TO# fa# # R37 ^ 
37TO#TOT # 37#R TO#R R# TO I FR RTOR TO# 37TO#RTO 

# 37#R 3faTOT#R TO#BR TO TOR ^ faftfacT #RT RRlfarT 
Ffa ^ I TOFT TITO 3TTO# FT. 1 TOt TO# gRT RTOTOR TOR# TO# 
TOR TOR t, WT #TOH RTTO 3TTO# R. 1 RR. #. 37T^. TOf# 
#TORH #ftrop, #TORH 37TfaR, 38 #<m #F TOR37 # tTORg Ft 
TORT ^37T i? RT^ "3^ ^T# ^ 37TO# FT. 2 # TOPTfaR # Ft 
TOT#faTOT RT faft FTOR faftTOTO ■} # F#TO»R faRT i? ## TJ^T 

# 'RITOfaTO TOt 373RfTO fa# faTT # 37TO# FT. 2 #fTOTO^TOK 
RF^TO TOR # TO# # TOfRTO# RT TOt t RfftTOH RRTTO RFt 
RFRlt | TO# TOt RF-gfeO.# R# t fa #TOR RTTO F# 3TTRR 
RTTO# # ^ TOTTOTOft# 37^#TOR TOF fan TO# l TOTRTTO # eft 
37TO# FT. 2 # FR TOPHI # RTO Mg T TO^t R?T RTOR f fa# 
RfacT TOR # R^TTOTR TORPTT RTOT t 

10. TOFT RTO TO# TOft#TOTR 1-10-83 TOftFTRTRT TO# 
FTRTO TTTO - RTF TOR rHRFT, Rt'fSFT #?H 3# %j#t 337TTOTOT fa 
TO# TOP TOR ###TO faTF 37f#RTOT TO FP RTORTR 37#R 
TORT 2 5-RTO TOt RTHRT TORR TOR fafa RR STTO#^ RT TOT 
RH3 3TTO#RTO gRT FR FFTOTO # fa# RTOR TOT TOT^ FTT3TO 
RTOTO TO7TH3R^R# faTO RTO tRTOTO^t#g R# faRT t 
fa 1-10-83 TOt falFTTOTO TO# FTRFTR# RTO RTF TOT #fa 
TO Rtfa #cR 3# ^#T 337TTO# TOT 3RTOR faTO RTO 37 TO# 
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STmyfmn "SKT ^ WW m7T 25-T^ c F. 

yft WTT yyf mt Wft t I yyf cim m«ff yff T^IT TRlfm ^ 

y<a^=l yft M^r=w oTi«(H m^ff T f$T y>T yyf TT77 yy? m 
f^K Ziff toT mr 77yryT +mTRP yy yy? y^FT fq-qK'jfl'H 

11. yyf yyr yy mt fajflfar sfo ztfor yn 
y?y t yyx wf x*r-25, 26 3 31-32 yn mm t, 
*fmy^ ?ry mum £ fyr zmt m^famy y«^.i ^sttt 
# m to? m tt^ srarsff w wm* 3 zfcy fmtmr 

f*t>*ll m, m^ff &KI yy?t 5®cr^ 2 3ft7 3 y? SKI *ft 37T^yy 

yy ~m #m % xm^yTiyrt Tyy ftytayr 
yy yy^f 4 3 zt ytyt i 3737m m«ff yn 
m*fyny 37m «ff y 2 ?hi 3im*ff 77. 1 yft Ttfyy fyrm yyT m 1 
W zym M*i* yn yy yryy yt yeT#T y^miyty mm 
mn i fyr yfayr 4 fzytnryr y$7 yft faufm ^ yfgmr 3 
3n3yz yyf fmm 1 Tyy fmityyr w 3 3im«ff 77. 2 yft myf 
ski u^fay yy yy?f yy-2 mgy fmm t 3737717 3n«ff 

^ 9 fyz y>l zyfTyfy yn <^0*1 yrnryzr y|y 22 fyn yn ^0*1 37m 
yrr^ yn fz^yy fmm i? T>i<h4 ^ 9 fyz srjyfwy <5*11 
TytyrR fyrm t, yy z«r zt fxz yrryi t fyr myf 37msffmz yt 
srMty cf,4=F RT^y fzytfzz m,yytf yy-2 3mzt ztf 
yy yy^ry i? 1 

12. yyy ^ ytTTz myf zsr yft 3m 3 fyR ^ny^fy 
y^gy fyr4 y^ t; 

(1) T^r. T^f. am. 2003(4) Y* 722 (T$T. TTt.) 

ty? 3^fy> 4 w. <h*]i^ y 3Fy yf*rr yyyf 
y 3^ 

(2) 3m.yyi. 3 tr. i989(i)i^ 156 (yy.) ymylw 
myy 1y<?>«5 Tryy®ny ypy y sym 

(3) 1999 ?m. 3yf. 1323 CyR -?ft.)^q^^R^i»fi 
■^z ^yytfey) y)^ y "^yT y 3Ri 

3?R y? - yy? tym i? fyr yiyf H5i41< mny yy> 3f?iyyyity 
yyfyrrf yT fy^yO sraryf fyytym yy yro 1-10-83 ^ 
mmy yy^ ^ ^ y^ sMfyyr fyyjy 3rfyfmm yrt my 
25-yy> y>t yiyry?^ yy» my yrr yffey yyy yffmr ^yy 3fR 
^zyt gsnyyr fy^ fyyr yft y i myf yfyyr yrl 
3T^y, 3T^tyy Tryy; 3rsrmyf yH ^ Puwyty t sfR ymf 
^ifyyr TT^ft yy ynyf Tf%y yyr?f yH yy ■f 1 yy 

TF-yRy yf yy snnyfym y>t 3m ^ ymjy mTy^mfcrl yy crry 
fy?yy ^ 3yyyy 3rm4 t, snnyfy^ mt 3fRy fyR 
mry^fy mgy fyry ^ •- 

(1) 2000 (1) yf. m 3m. 901 (TT5T.) y^y ftry 
miyfyy fy^srtf f^fyfyfy ytymyy y 37m 

(2) 2000 (1) mt. y^r. 3 tr. 922 (tts. 7ft.) yffoz 
mfrnTR fy^yy tttt. yyt mft 


(3) 2004 ^trryyt (T^T. 7ft.) 857 m i MRvH 

mrtyTyry frn^y ^ftlyyiTT 

(4) 2002 (ii) 7ft. tqr . mt. 1043 (7R.) fmmytw 
^il ffey 3ftmPtch mryifyyrmT y 3mr 

(5) 2002 (1 ) ^ 3m. 501 (THT.) nsPcWd 

rntTm 3nfyrm fyy^r y 37m 

(6) 1997 (1) 7ft. T^. 3m. ,151 T^H 3TFF msny 
yyyfy^fey yfyfrm fyy^ ymft yi77 y 37 m 

(7) 2002 (3) ^ 3717. 67 (7M) ^fyrym 

yym ymi Arm, Try. t^z %y ym^y^H 
^blHTlVR 

13 . 37?t:, ^mty 7T7ym. -5171 mfy yft zcmfy 
y>7^ myf yfym y^ ^ yy ymz y7? yym ^ yrfty 
fyryr ^iim ^ fyr: 

ymf 3ifyyr yyiyR mny yfr 1-10-83 ^ Tumy 
yrT^ Tmy sftytfyyr fymy 3ifyfwT yft my 25-ym mf 
yr^m -4 ym my mr ztfmr 3ryyT ztfmr ygx‘g3yyyi 
y^ ^ ^ ymm zTmft 37myfym ym mt yyt yy 7fmxfyy 
37^fyy ^y t, yfmnmr: myf snnyfmy ^ fmftyy 
^yr 77mfm fyyfyr 1-10-83 ^ mm x' fmmwi ^ yrm 77%y 
7T^cB yymf yt^ yn 3rfyymt t 1 , yr^ myi^fyy fyyfyr m 37iy 
fmrryr ^ ym mm yyf yt %y zyf ^ ftom m mm7 m 
yy 3?yfy ^ yy %y mm yr7^ yn 3ifyymt zyf t zt# 
'Sttt ^mft yyf yfynfyyt yft yy 2500/- y. y>t yfyyy 
Trim 3Tyyy ypy yr7^ yn 3rfMyn7t i-t 3ft7 xiyf ytmyr 3 tr 
3rfyT^fymyry ymmt 3mfy -4 ^ mt mfy 

3cr mm m7^ yn 37fyymt t 1 

zyy 3rm^ 3rfy|mm mt rnn 17(!) ^ 3ymfy 

ymmypf mm rnmy, m yymry yrr yyrmmy myt my 1 

xr. mgr, mrmytTT 
yf fymft, 20 ^11^, 2006 

yrr. 37 T. 33 is.- 3 kitfymfyyTy sTfyfmm, 1947 (1947 
yn 14) mf my 17 ^373777^^/^^7777^^. ymytWr 
XfyyTfeT %. ^yymfy^ 7 TOfmrtyyif 3 ft 7 zy^ ynfynff 
y^ #y, 37^yy ^ fnfe sMfyyr f^my 4* mmfy 7T7ym 
aMfyyr orTyyyy/yy rnimciy 37yyyiyK ^ rnmn (7fy4 
Tf^m 610/04) yrt yynfTRT yrmt f, mt mmty 777 yn 7 yn 
19-7-2006 yn mm 1371 mi 

[77. XR-29011/9/1993-37Tf3mC^rfyy) ] 
yt. mn. yfyy, 3iy7 77lyy 
New Delhi, the 20th July, 2006 

S.O. 3315.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No.610/04 ) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Laoour 
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Court Ahmedabad as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Carborandum Universal Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 19-7-2006 

[No. L-29011/9/1993-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: SHRJ B.l. KAZI, (B. SC., L.L.M). Presiding 
Officer 

Industrial Dispute (Reference C.G.I.T.A) No. 610/04 
Old (I.T.C.) No. 18/1995 

The Mines Manger, 

M/s. Carborandum Universal Ltd., 

Bhatia, Dist. Jamnagar 
Gujarat 36! 315. 

...First Party 

V/s. 

The General Secretary, 

Jamnagar Jilla Mazdoor Sangh, 

Pancheshwar Tower Road, 

Near Ajanta Tupe Class, 

P.O. Jamnagar. Gujafat 361 315 

...Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

First Party : KalpakTrivedi 

Second Party S.B.Gogia 

AWARD 

I. The Government of India has referred the 
Industrial Dispute between the above parties by order No. 
L-29011/9/93-IR (DU)dated. 10-02-1995 to this Tribunal for 
adjudication, the terms of reference is as under: 

SCHEDULE 

1. “Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Carborandum Universal Ltd., in not 
accepting the demand of the uriidn for increase 
in Tea Allowance from Rs. 35/- to Rs. 75/- w.e.f. 
6-03-1990 is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workmen are entitled ?” 

2. “Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Carborandum Universal Ltd., in not accepting 
the demand for increase in Medical allowance 
from Rs. 435/- to Rs. 600/- w.e.f. 06-3-1990 is 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman are 
entitled ?” 

3. “Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Carborandum Universal Ltd., in not 
accepting the demand to provide 10 holidays 
instead of 5 holidays in a year is justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workmen are entitled /” 


2. The second party Was issued a notice to file a 
statement of claim by this Tribunal on 23-2-1995. The 
second party has submitted an authority to represent the 
second party. By Exrdfrthe^second party submitted an 
application to withdraw the reference and it was stated 
that applicant is satisfied and he does not want to 
adjudicate the matter and prayed to allow the second party 
to withdraw the matter. 

3. Looking to the facts of Ex. 8 the Tribunal has 
allowed to withdraw the reference. Hence I hereby pass 
the following the order: 

ORDER 

Application Ex. 8 is hereby allowed. The second 
party is allowed to withdraw the reference. The reference is 
hereby disposed off. No order as to cost. 

Dated: 30-06-06 

Ahmedabad B. I. KAZI, Presiding Officer 

21 2006 

m . sn . 33i6.-3li«lPw» arfafrm, 1947 ( 1947 
m 14) ^ 17 ^ sfjwt Ot . it 

-g\. ^ FhjWF sffr cb4cbi<T 1 #3, 

3PJ33 4* frrf^e aiteilPicb f33i^ 4' wftc artetfe 

3 rte7tri/?m 1 2, 1 w (wf WIT 

94/2005 ) ^1 3R3%T t, ^ WPTT 3^ 21 -7-2006 
3TF3 1|3TT «TT! 

[TT. TT^-420l2/224/2004-3^STRCif-II)] 
3T33 chHK 7^ 

New Delhi, the 21st July, 2006 

S.O. 3316.—In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 94/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Central 
Public Works Department, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21-7-2006. 

[No. L420l2/224/2004-IR(C-ll)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER : CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALCUM- 
LABOUR COURT 11 AT NEW DELHI 
Presiding Officer: R. N. RAI 
l.D. No. 94/2005 
IN THE MATTER OF:— 

Shri Suresh Sirigh, 

S/o. Shri Pyare Laf, 

Through Shri Ravi Shankar, 

General Secretary Workers’ Union, 

167, Punchkuian Road, 

New Delhi-11000!. 
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Versus 

1. The Director, 

M/s. CPWD, 

Nirman Bhawan, 

New Delhi-110001. 

2. The Executive Engineer (Elect.) Elect.Constn. Divn. II, 
Central Public Works Department, 

S.D.l. ShankaY Market, VidyutBhawan, 

New Delhi. , 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/224/ 
2004-IR (C-II) Central Government Dt. 09-08-2005 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder 
“Whether the demand of the Workers’ Union for 
regularization of workman Shri Suresh Singh, S/o. Shri Pyare 
Lai in the establishment of CPWD is legal and justified ? If 
yes, to what relief the workman is entitled to and from 
which date.” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
notice to the workman was sent but he was not present on 
21-11-2005. The workman applicant has not even filed 
c laim statement. Management was also not present. Again 
notice to both the parties was sent but neither the workman 
applicant nor the management turned up despite notice. 
The workman applicant has not filed claim statement 
despite service of notice. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 19-07-2006 R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

21 2006 

^tT. 37T. 3317.-3^1* 3rfVfWT, 1947 (1947 

cR 17^ 37^77^ 

Tf. ^ WJcfrf c# 7TO 37^7 3^ ^ #3, 

ft frrfe aMfw ft sfisiiPi* 

37fa^7*Tft 2 ^ ft^T3 (#ft #11 128/2004) ^ 

wfrm 377# t, # 7T737T7 21-7-2006 W<\ 

^37T *7TI 

[ft. Tr^f-42012/157/2003-37T^37T7(ftt-II)] 
3T3FT «hHR 7 fte, 37fV«til(l 
New Delhi, the 2 Ith July, 2006 
S.O. 3317.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 128/2004 
) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the Central Public Works 
Department and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 21 -7-2006. 

[No. L-42012/157/2003-1R (C-11)] 
AJAY KUMAR G AUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER : CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-n, RAJENDRA BHAWAN, 
GROUND FLOOR, RAJENDRA PLACE, NEW DELHI 

PRESIDING OFFICER: R N RAI I.D. NO. 128/2004 

IN THE MATTER OF : 

Shri Shoraj Singh, 

S/o Shri Harish Chand, 

C/o. The President, 

All India CPWD (MRM) Kajramchari Sangathan, 

4823, BalbirNagar Extension, 

GaliNo. 13, 

Shahdara, Delhi-110032. 

Versus 

1. The Director General of Works, 

Central Public Works Department, 

Nirman Bhawan, 

New Delhi—110011. 

2. The Executive Engineer, ACD-IV, 

Central Public Works Department, 

Vidyut Bhawan, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/157/ 
2003- IR( C-II) Central Government Dt. 09-08-2005 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder : 

“Whether the contract between the management of 
CPWD and their contractor is sham? If so, the demand 
of the All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari 
Sangathan for regularisation/absorption of the 
services of Contract labour namely Shri Shoraj Singh, 

. S/o Shri Harish Chand, Lift Operator is legal and 
justified? If yes, to what re lief the workman is entitled 
and from what date?” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that notice 
to the workman was sent but he was not present on 
24-05-2005. The workman applicant has not even filed claim 
. .statement. Management is present. Again notice to both 
the parties was sent but neither the workman applicant nor 
the management turned up despite notice. The workman 
applicant has not filed claim statement despite service of 
notice. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date 19-07-2006 R. N. R Al, Presiding Officer 
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^ t^ft, 21 2006 

^T. 3TT. 3318.-3?ltftftl+ faf^K 1947 (1947 

14) ^t VTTl 17^3T^T^^^^^^31sWTlNr^ 
3R«fEf3T ^ "TO fN^jf 3^ *3TC^ **>%KT ^ 

^ ftiftfe: aft g lPw ftrar^ sflolfl i fr 3Tf*reiT*i 

tf. i, ^ ^ to 3fl$ ^-20/91) ^ 

y+lfrld Wt i, ^ -HTOR ^ 21-7-2006 ^ ur^T 
^3TT m I 

[U TT^T-12012/268/1990-3^3TTC (qf-I) 
3F5R qpTR, “t^T Slfq^Rt 

New Delhi, the 20st July, 2006 

S.O. 3318. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
ID-20/91) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
No. 1, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Prathma Bank and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-07-2006. 

[No. L-12012/268/1990-1R (B-I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRISANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
NO. 1, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 20/91 

I n the matter of dispute between: 

Shri Ashwani Kumar Gautam, . 

R/O 7/232, Jain Mandir Gali, 

Shahdara, Delhi-11 0032. ....Workman 

Versus 

Adhyaksh, 

Prathma Bank, 

Pradhan Karyalya, 

Nainital Road, 

Muradabad-244001 .Management 

None for parties. 


AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-12012/268/90-IR(B-1) dated 18-2-91 
has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of Prathma Bank, Muradabad 

in imposing the penalty of removal of Shri Ashwani 

Kumar Gautam w.e.f. 10-8-1989 vide their letter No. 

DP-10/CS-02/IRD/89 dated 10-8-1989 was Justified? 

If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. Brief facts of this case as culled from record are 
that the workman was appointed as clerk cum cashier w.e.f. 
19-12-84 and his services were governed by Prathma Bank 
(Staff) Service Regulation, 1980, framed by the Bank’s Board 
of Directors, in exercise of powers conferred by Section 10 
of the Regional Rural Banks Act, 1976 (Act 211 of 1976). 
The Prathma Bank was constituted by Central Government 
under Section 30 of the Regional Rural Banks Act, 1976, is 
an instrumentality of State and, therefore, its employees 
have a statutory status. The workman has been working 
efficiently since his appointment. However, an on 6-5-87 
the Manager (Complaints) of the bank issued a letter to the 
workman, alleging that one Shri Kalaluddin had informed 
the Bank about having deposited an amount of Rs. 1,000 in 
the account on 3-3-87 and that he was issued receipt by 
the Branch and the said amount has not been found 
in the bank records. The workman was asked to offer 
explanation in the matter vide annexure W /I A. The 
workman furnished his explanation dated 17-5-87 stating 
that he has not received any such amount of Rs. 1000 from 
said Kalaludin and the receipt doesnot bear his signatures. 
Thereafter a charge sheet dated 16-6-81 was served on him 
by Chairman of the Bank alleging that the workman 
committed major misconduct of having willfully defrauded 
the Bank and its customers and had knowingly done act 
detrimental to the interest of Bank’s discipline in terms of 
Regulation 30( 1) of the Staff Service Regulations read with 
Regulation 19 and the workman furnished reply to the 
aforesaid charge sheet and charges made therein a 
departmental enquiry was commenced against the workman 
on 22-8-87 by Shri S.K. Sharma-General Manager. 
Management representative filed documents to substantiate 
charges on 22-9-87 but the workman requested the general 
manager/enquiry officer for permission to be represented 
by one Shri Mahinder Singh as his defence representative 
which was objected to by management representative and 
his request was disallowed on 27-10-87. In view of the 
objection that thereafter workman approached Board of 
Director which allowed the workman to be represented by 
Mahinder Singh as his Defence Representative. The A/R 
requested the management to furnish the banks disciplinary 
proceeding documents Bank’s Manual of Disciplinary 
Proceedings, (2) Copy of the Investigation Report of the 


APPEARANCES: 
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case (3) Copy of the original complaint, but on the objection 
of the management’s representative that these documents 
Had no relation with the charges against the workman and 
that all these were the confidential documents of the bank, 
the enquiry officer rejected the request of the defence 
representative for production of all the aforesaid document. 
It is further averred that in the course of enquiry 
management representative examined three witnesses 
whereafter the workman gave his own statement and with 
this, the enquiry was concluded on 5.10-88. Thereafter 
workman received a letter dated 18.7.89 from the enquiry 
officer to submit his written arguments while defence 
representative was also directed to submit his defence 
arguments within 5 days of the above letter of the enquiry 
officer. He approached the enquiry officer to supply him 
the copy of the written statement but before filing his written 
submissions he was informed by the enquiry officer that 
he had submitted his Findings-to the Chairman on 1-8-89. 
Thereafter he received an order dated 10-8-89 from the 
Chairman, removing him from service of the Bank arid 
enclosing therewith a copy of the report of the Enquiry 
Officer dated 1 -8-89 copies of which are annexure W/5 and 
W/6 . workman submitted an appeal dated 21-8-89 against 
the aforesaid order of his removal from services to the 
Board of Directors, which was acknowledged by a letter of 
the Bank dated 22-8-89 . The workman did not receive any 
order from the Board of Directors about disposal of his 
appeal even after lapse of more than a year of his appeal, 
the workman sent a notice of demand dated 25-8-90 to the 
bank, which was received by the Bank on 29-8-90. Thereafter 
workman raised industrial dispute about the illegal action 
of management removing him from service w.e.f. 10-8-89. 
The conciliation proceedings before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner resulted in failure. In the meantime he 
received communication dated 10-10-90 that his appeal 
dated 21,-8.-89 has been dismissed but he was not furnished 
copy of the same. The conciliation proceeding resulted in 
failure culminating in the present reference. Workman has 
impunged the action of his removal of service by the 
respondent bank on various grounds mentioned in the 
statement of claim and requested to hold that the action of 
the management in imposing the penalty of removal on 
Shri Ashwani Kumar Gautam w.e.f. 10-8-89 vide letter 
No. DP-1 ‘0/CS-02/IRD/89 as illegal and unjustified and 
claims to be reinstated with full back wages. 

3. Management contested the case by filing written 
statement admitting that the workman was working and his 
services were removed on the basis alleged by him. 
However, he has been removed in accordance with the 
principle of natural justice and as per of the contents are 
not applicable and in view of the above claim statement is 
sought to be dismissed as the averments made therein are 
false and not correct. By way of substantial pleas the 


management showed his pleadings that if the Hon’ble court 
comes to the conclusion that the answering petitioner be 
given a further opportunity to prove the charges against 
the said workman before this court, then this Hon’ble court 
may issue summons to them, in case if so require. 

4. Written statement was followed by rejoinder 
wherein the facts mentioned in the claim statement were 
reiterated to be correct and those of written statement were 
refuted. 

5. The case was posted for evidence of the 
management by way of affidavit on issue no. 1 “whether 
the domestic enquiry conducted against the workman is 
fair and proper? On 24-3-92 so many adjournments and 
after giving to the management, management did not 
examine any witness and was proceeded exparte on 21 -3- 
95 and case was adjourned to 4-5-95 for evidence of the 
workman by way of affidavit. In the meantime management 
filed application for setting aside the exparte order and 
workman filed reply on 4-5-95 to the application which was 
dismissed on 4-12-95 and exparte evidence of the workman 
recorded on 12.8.96 and the case was then adjourned to 23 - 
9-96 for arguments On 24-1 -06 workman did not appear but 
Shri J.R. Jha A/R for the Management informed the court 
that he received information that probably the workman 
had expired and requested for adjournment and case was 
adjourned to 26,.4.06 for further proceedings/arguments. 
Thereafter case was adjourned to 26.4.06 and today 18-7- 
06 but none of the L. Rs. of the workman came forward to 
be impleaded to contest the case. Even after six months 
about the information of workman having expired was 
furnished by the opposite party. No steps have been taken 
by the L Rs. in these proceedings. The fact that the 
workman has expired is not certain, even if the statement of 
A/R of the management is taken into consideration. 
However, fact remains that none is appearing to prosecute 
the reference on behalf of workman. Hence No Dispute 
Award is accordingly passed. File be consigned to record 
room. 


(S.S. BAL), Presiding Officer 

Dated: 18.7.06. 

Further it is ordered that the requisite number of copies 
of this award may be forwarded to the Central Govt, for 
necessary action at their end. 

S. S. BAL, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 18.7.06. 
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21 ^Tt^, 2006 

Rtf.3*T. 3319,— s fo J l R re ffe srfqfw*, 1947 (1947 
14) m\ 17 ff, to>r &d fe 

'-^n % sfa ■ &&> aFfaiff %-after, 

3Rp?** ff fife sfaftfe fe^ ff %fe RT55R 4#^ 
srfe^, 2/102 ^ 2005) 

t,^%feRRFK^ 21-7-2006 ^t w^f 
I^TT^t * ■ . ■ 

[■H.-Q^T-12011/23/2004-3^ 3TTT (^t-I) ] 
3HFT ^jTik, £***> 

New Delhi, the 21st July, 2006 

S.O. 3319.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 2/102 
of2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, No.-II, Mumbai now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of State Bank of India and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-07-2006. 

[No. L-I20I I/23/2004-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. n, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Shri A A LAD, Presiding Officer 
♦ 

Reference: CG1T-2/102 of2005 

Employers in relation to the Management of State Bank 
ofhtdia 

The Zonal Manager, 

State Bank of India, Mumbai Zonal Office, 

Region-II, 88C,pGP House, 

Old PrabhadeviRoad, 

Mumbai-400025. 

AND 

Their workman 

Sfrri Vedmanickam, Selvih Nadar, 

152, Chitra Musical, 

90 Feet Road, 

Dharavi, Mumbai-400017. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Employer : Mr. M. G. Nadkami, Advocate 

For the Workmen : Absent 


Date of reserving Award: 27th April, 2006 
Date of passing of Award: 1st June, 2006 
AWARD 

The Desk Officer to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour, (Bharat Sarkar), New Delhi, by letter 
dated 29th August, 2005 sent this reference, in exercise of 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (I) and 
Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 to this Tribunal, regarding termination of 
Shri Vfedmanickam Selvin Nadar who was terminated with 
effect from 20th November, 2000, stating whether the said 
termination is justified. 

2. After receiving reference notices were sent to both. 
As per it 1st Party appeared inthe reference. However, 2nd 
Party did not accept the notices Exhibits 4, £.and 14 reveals, 
that, the notices sent to him, returned unclaimed. 

3. It reveals that, 2nd Party is not interested in the 
reference so, I treat 2nd Party is not interested in the 
reference and proceed to pass the following order : 

ORDER 


Reference of Shri Vedmanickam Selvin Nadar is 
rejected and disposed of for want of prosecution 


Mumbai, 


1st June, 2005. 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 


fccvft, 21 2006 


^5T. 3R. 3320.—sftsftPlsft 3*fi|ffe, 1947 (1947 

14) 17 % fe sfe 

3*3*0? 3 fife 3*tej|fe 

srterin, u-Il, (wrf trim 2/210 sffi? 2000) 

ctRcTl %, 21 -7-2006 Juki 

f3n«ni 

[■R. 1^-12012/308/1999-3*1$ 3*R («ft-I)] 
3T3Tq 3fT*R, fef* 3*fTOft 

New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3320.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 2/210 
of 2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, No.-II, Mumbai now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of State Bank of India and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-07-2006. 

[No. L-I20l2/308/I999-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


2415 GI/06—16 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. II, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference : CGIT-2/210 of 2000 

Employers in relation to the Management of State Bank 
of India 

The Assistant General Manager. 

Slate Bank of India, Mumbai Zonal Office, 
Mumbai-400021. 

AND 

Their workman 

Mr. B. R. Avaghade. through 
The General Secretary. 

State Bank of India Staff Union. 

68 /86. Harkoovarba Bldg.. 

Pandit Bahaie Marg. 

Thakurdwar Road. 

Mumbai-400002. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Employer : S/Shri P K. Rele. S. V. Ah a. 

A. M. Pota. J. Y Mhaske. 
Advocates. 

For the Workmen . Mrs. Meena H. Doshi. 

Advocate. 

Date of reserving Award: 17th May. 2006 
Date of passing of Award : 6th June. 2006 

AWARD-PART I 

The matrix of the faets as culled out from the 
proceeding are as : 

1. The Government of India. Ministry of Labour, by 
its Order No. L-420! 2/19/2000/IR(DU) dated 15th 
November. 1999 in exercise of powers conferred by 
Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of 
Section It) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947. have referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the action of tile management of State Bank 
of India in dismissing Shri B. R. Avaghade from the 
sen ices of State Bank of India is legal and 
justified 7 If not. then what relief the workman is 
entitled to 7" 

2. Regarding Workman Avaghade. to support the 
claim mentioned in the reference about his termination 
effected is illegal and not as per the Rules and Regulations 


and against the principles of natural justice. 2nd Party filed 
his statement of claim at Exhibit 7 stating that their workman 
B. R. Avaghade was attached to the Jacob Circle Branch at 
the material time as a Bank Watchman. He is an ex- 
serviceman, who joined the sendees of the Bank. According 
to Second Party, he was active member of the Union and 
just to victimize him, number of allegations were made by 
the 1st Party. Initially on 5th June, 1990 a show cause notice 
was serv ed on him and after reading explanation given by 
Avaghade said notice was withdraw n. Then again on 17th 
November. 1990 another Show’ Cause notice was served 
levelling number of charges like working under the influence 
of alcohol, not attending duties properly, leaving place of 
work without permission and not attending the duties with 
belt and gun provided by the 1st Pam- in the spiritual 
manner for which it was given. After receiving charge sheet, 
enquiry was conducted w hich was false, bogus and it w as 
just to facilitate 1st Party to take an action of termination. 
The charges w ere not proved, the farce was made of the 
enquiry. No evidence was before the Enquiry Officer to 
observ e Avaghade guilri of the charges levelled against 
him. The appeal preferred by Av aghade was not considered 
by the authority and just there also farce was made by the 
1st Part) to show that, all things are done simply follow ing 
the procedure and giving opportunity to Avaghade. It is 
submitted that enquiry on the basis on which order of 
dismissal was issued against Avaghade. was not fair 
enquiry and Enquiry Officer was not hav ing evidence to 
hold him guilty of the charges levelled against him. So it is 
prayed that enquiry be declared not fair and proper and 
finding perverse as well as punishment awarded is 
disproportionate with the request for reinstatement him 
vv ith full back wages and continuity of service. 

1 This Statement of Claim is disputed by the 1st 
Party by filing exhaustiv e reply at Exhibit 10 stating and 
contending that. Avaghade being ex-serviceman was 
employee of the 1 si Party. He was appointed as a 
Watchman. He w as always remaining under the influence 
of alcohol. He was not performing duties properly and 
attending duties sincere!) . He was warned time and again. 
However, no improvement was shown by him in his attitude 
and behaviour and in working with the 1st Part) as a 
Watchman. Opportunity was given. He participated in the 
enquiry . Enquiry Officer on the evidence placed to hold 
him guilty against five charges levelled against him. In fact. 
Enquiry Officer observed him not guilty of charges of 
remaining on duty under the influence of alcohol. It shows 
that, the Enquiry Officer was not bias. Howev er, his conduct 
was noted. He was not attending the work properly and 
leaving place of work without permission and on that he 
was dismissed. So it is submitted that, action taken of 
dismissal was taken by 1 st Party after following due process 
of law giving full opportunity to Avaghade and after 
considering report submitted by the Enquiry Officer. So it 
is submitted that, the reference be disposed of observing 
not tenable. 
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4. In view of the above pleadings my Ld. Predecessor 
has framed Issues at Exhibit 14. Out of those Issue Nos. 1 
and 2 regarding enquiry and finding are treated as 
preliminary Issues which I answer as follows: 


Issues 

Finding 

1. Whether the domestic inquiry held 

No 

against the workman was as per 


the principles of Natural justice ? 


2 Whether the findings of the Inquiry 

Yes 

Officer are perverse ? 



REASONS 


Issue Nos. 1 & 2 

5. Case of the 1st Party is that, the charge sheet jd 
employee Avaghade, was working with the 1st Party as a 
Bank Watchmen. He was ex-serviceman. However, there 
were number of complaints about his behaviour, attitude 
and working manner. He was always remaining under 
influence of alcohol. He was always leaving work place. He 
was not maintaining discipline. It affected on the reputation 
of the 1st Party. Even customers were complaining about 
behaviour of the Charge Sheeted employee Shri Avaghade. 
So charge sheet was served. Enquiry was held and after 
finding given by the enquiry officer action of dismissal 
was taken which is just and proper. 

6. Whereas case of the Union is that, charge sheeted 
employee was not of that type. He was a man of principle 
and man of discipline being ex-serviceman. He never 
remained under the influence of alcohol while attending 
Bank duties. He never left the place of work when on duty. 
Just farce was made of holding enquiry. Actually no 
evidence was before the Enquiry Officer. No opportunity 
was given to the Second Party and his representative to 
test the evidence before the Enquiry Officer. There was no 
deposition of witness and cross of such a witness. Just the 
Enquiry Officer summarized the evidence without recording 
their statements and reproduce it in his own meaning and 
fashion as well as in his own handwriting. Enquiry 
proceedings were not explained to him. It was not 
conducted in his language and farce was made just to 
facilitate the 1 st Party to take action of dismissal. To prove 
that. Second Party placed reliance on the documents 
produced with Statement of Claim from pages 16 to 44. 
Whereas 1st Party placed reliance on the documents 
produced by it at Exhibit 12. Second Party also examined 
one witness Talati at Exhibit 28 who was cross-examined 
by the 1 st Party. Then it closed its evidence by filingpurshis 
at Exhibit 29 and then 1st Party examined witness 
Thangachan at Exhibit 32 who was cross examined by 2nd 
Party. Finding and proceedings of the enquiry committee 
are at Exhibit 3 3 and documents are filed at Exhibit 12. 

7. Written submissions are also made by 1st Party at 
Exhibit 41 and the 2nd Party placed reliance on a number of 
citations produced by it. 


8. If we peruse the evidence of the Enquiry Officer 
placed on record by the 1st Party at Exhibit 12, we find, 
original enquiry proceeding is not produced by the 1st 
Party which was within its limits, power and which may 
help in reading it. However, the evidence placed on record 
by 1st Party with Exhibits 12 and 24 in the form of Xerox 
copies are not legible and one cannot read it. However, we 
tried to read those we find it supports the case of the 2nd 
Party that, deposition of the witnesses, as expected, are 
not recorded what actually witness have said before inquiry 
officer and what it stated by the witness in the cross 
examination. It is pertinent to note that, somebody met the 
Enquiry Officer and presuming that, witness stated like 
that, as per report submitted by the Enquiry Officer, as 
evidence of witness he summarise. No deposition of 
witnesses to show really said witness stated like that and 
he means it by saying like that. In fact summary on w hich 
Enquiry Officer wants to rely cannot be an evidence of the 
witness as expected in the Indian Evidence Act. Evidence 
must be recorded, what is stated by the witnesses and 
what is stated in the cross. Here apparently we find, there 
is no examination-in-chief of the witnesses as well as cross- 
examination of the witness. Simply, there is somebody met 
the Enquiry Officer and summary of his statement is 
produced. But there is no supporting deposition to 
substantiate that witnesses means to say as summarized 
by Inquiry Officer. After perusing these, question arises 
what actually the witness stated and what is actually 

. presumed by the Enquiry Officer ? Because here question 
is raised about fairness of enquiry and evidence placed 
before the Enquiry Officer. According to 2nd Party, enquiry 
was not fair and proper. There was no evidence before the 
Enquiry Officer to substantiate that no evidence is placed 
on record by the 1st Party to show that, this deposition of 
the witness means it and the witness stated like that and 
relying on that, the Enquiry' Officer concluded. Here no 
such things happened as expected in the enquiry. As stated 
above, there is no examination-in-chief as well as cross of 
the witness. Evidence is not placed in the enquiry' as per 
the name of the witnesses. So it is difficult to find, how 
many witnesses are fexamined by the 1 st Party' How many' 
of 2nd Party' and it is difficult to find, what they stated 
before the Enquiry Officer and how Enquiry Officer read 
the evidence in the enquiry to arrive at his conclusion ? All 
these questions remained unanswered only because there 
is no enquiry as expected in the form of recording 
depositions of the witness and cross of the same. 

9. Besides, it is alleged that, enquiry' proceedings 
were not read out to which there is no answer. It is also 
alleged that, no opportunity was given to the Charge 
Sheeted Employee and his representative which is not also 
disputed by the 1st Party' as disproved. It is alleged that, 
no evidence was before the Enquiry' Officer to hold Charge 
Sheeted Employee Avaghade guilty of the charges to which 
also there is no reply. So, all this reveal that, enquiry as 
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expected was not conducted by the Enquiry Officer. In this 
situation, definitely one has to conclude that, enquiry as 
projected before this Tribunal in this case, against Charge 
Sheeted Employee Avaghade, cannot be called as an 
enquiry. When there is no enquiry question of going into 
the findings does not arise as of basically no evidence is 
recorded by Inquiry Officer. So one has to conclude that 
finding of Inquiry Officer is perverse and not on evidence 
placed before him. So one has to answer these Issues in 
favour of the Charge Sheeted Employee holding that 
findings are perverse. 

10. The citations placed on record by the 1st Party 
are of no use, as basically facts of holding enquiry is not 
proved by the 1st Party. So, I conclude that, enquiry is not 
fair and proper and also finding perverse. Accordingly I 
answer the above Issues to that effect and passes the 
fallowing order: 

ORDER 

(a) Enquiry is not fair and proper; 

(b) Finding of the enquiry are perverse; 

(c) 1st Party is directed lead evidence on the 
charges leveled against Charge Sheeted 
Employee Avaghade on 26th July, 2006 to prove 
the charges. 

Mumbai. 

6th June. 2006. 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

21 t 2006 

W. 3 JT. 3321.—1947 (1947 
14 ) ^ %TTtr 17 % 3 T^ 7 Pn^‘, 

R.-II, ^%W 2/32 3TPT 2000)^1 wfw 

t, ’sft TOR 21-7-2006 W<T £3TT «TT I 

[R. t^eT-41011/1/2000—3?f^ 3TR (Rt-1) ] 

3T3PT "iror aRftcbiO 
New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3321.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 2/32 of 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court. No.-II. Mumbai, now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Central Railways and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-07-2006. 

(No. L-41011/1/2000-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR. Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRD3UNALNO. D, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference: CGIT -2/32 of2000 

Employers in relation to the Management of Central 
Railway 

The General Manager, 

Central Railways, 

Mumbai CST, 

Mumbai-400001. 

AND 

Their workmen, 

The Secretary, 

Rail Mazdoor Union, 

V R. Maigi Foundation Trust, 

1st Floor, 

19, Vhchraj Lane, Matunga (CR), 

Mumbai-400019. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Employer : Miss Delilah Fernandez, 

Advocate. 

For the Workmen : Mr. M. B. Anchan, 

Advocate. 

Date of reserving Award: 19th May, 2006. 

Date of passing of Award : 31st May, 2006 

AWARD 

The Desk Officer to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour, (Bharat Sarkar), New Delhi, sent this 
reference in exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and the Schedule of reference is as follows : 

Whether the action of the management of Central 
Railways, Mumbai by not regularizing the services 
of 37 workmen (listed in Annexure-A) working 
continuously in the cleaning, sweeping etc. for the 
last more than four years at the various Railway 
Stations of Navi Mumbai is justified ? If not, what 
relief the workmen are entitled to ?” 

2. To support the claim referred in the reference the 
Second Party has filed statement of claim at Exhibit 9 stating 
that 37 workers are working at various Railway Stations of 
the Central Railway administration at Navi Mumbai at Vashi, 
Sampada, Juhinagar, Nerul, Belapuretc. since 1992. Out of 
those 15 workers are interested to proceed with the 
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reference, out of 37, who prayed to direct the 1st Party to 
continue them in employment as its employee. 

3. According to 2nd Party Union, the nature of work 
which they were attending on various Railway Stations 
mentioned above, is of permanent nature. Their main duties 
were to perform work of cleaning of the various stations 
and platforms, electrification etc. They were supposed to 
keep watch and ward duty on the platforms and stations. 
Since these duties are of permanent nature their services 
are required by the 1st Party. However, said work is got 
done by the 1st Party through the Contractors introduced 
by it illegally to get work done from their workers. The 
grievance of the Worjonen involved in the reference is that, 
though they are doing this work from 1992 still they are not 
continued in the employment and are not called as regular 
employees of the 1 st Party. They have no permission to do 
like that. No license was taken by the 1st Party to engage 
such Contractors to get the work done which is of 
permanent nature. Even view of various Courts regarding 
contract labourers is not considered by the 1st Party as 
said view does not permit to engage such contractors who 
are harassing and taking disadvantage of the employees 
who are working under them. According to 2nd Party Union, 
Central Railway i.e. 1 st Party is employer of the Workmen 
involved in the reference. Meanwhile two workmen are 

. terminated out of fifteen who are mentioned at Serial Nos. 
5 and 15. So it is prayed that those two, who have been 
removed, and others be declared as regular employees of 
the 1st Party and directions be given to it accordingly. 

4. This prayer of the 2nd Party Unionis disputed by 
the 1 st Party stating that, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to entertain the claim of the 2nd Party as the subject matter 
involved in the reference of contract labourers does not 
fall within the jurisdiction of this Tribunal. Besides, it is 
contended that, 1st Party is not an industry and on that 
count also the reference is not tenable. It is stated that. 
Union which is representing those workers have no locus 
standi to represent the workmen involved in the reference. 
It is stated that, they are not the members of the Union. 
Shri Subhash Malgi is not authorized by the Union to 
represent the employees. It is stated that, employees who 
are mentioned in the reference are the employees of CIDCO. 
They are doing work for CIDCO on the various platforms 
of the above referred Railway Stations. Still said CIDCO is 
not made a party as such claim of the 2nd Party is bad for 
non-joinder of the necessary parties. It is stated that 
Workmen at Serial Nos 1,2,7,8,9,10 and 11 were not the 
party to the reference to the dispute before the Labour 
Commissioner. Now they cannot be added and relief cannot 
be sought against them. It is stated that, the question raised 
by the 1st Party of abolition and regularization of Contract 
Labourers cannot be the subject matter of the Tribunal and 
the Tribunal cannot entertain and intervene in it. The 
various Courts in various judgments observed that the 
question between workers working with contractors and 


regularizing of it require to be considered under the Act, 
which is the special enactment applicable only to the subject 
matter of the contract labour. The said Act is exclusive, 
self-contained and specially made for meeting the special 
problems of contract labour. Every dispute relating contract 
labour must have only to be tackled under the provisions 
of the said Act and not under general law The power given 
to the Government can be exercised notwithstanding any 
provision of the Act and as a result that contract labour 
can be prohibited irrespective of the number of workmen 
more or less than 20 in ary establishment or by a contractor. 
Since the Act covers the subject matter of the reference it 
cannot be considered by this Tribunal under the reference. 
Since the Central Government under the special enactment 
has power to apply the provisions of the Act to the Central 
Railway Establishment, and in ary case, even applying the 
said Act, the Central Government under Section 10 can 
prohibit the employment of contract labour. Though 
Government is empowered to implement the Act regarding 
contract labour, now. Government can make it applicable or 
otherwise and that cannot be challenged before any Court. 
It is denied that 1st Party engaged any contract labour as 
alleged by the 2nd Party. It is stated that the workmen 
involved inthereference are doing work for CIDCO. CIDCO 
(City Industrial Development Corporation) is necessary 
party and the relief sought cannot be prayed against the 
1st Party since they are not related with 1st Party. So it is 
submitted that, the reference sent by the Competent 
Authority be rejected. 

5. In view of the above pleadings, my Ld. Predecessor 
framed Issues at Exhibit-12 which I answer as follows: 

Issues Finding 

1. Whether the employees listed in Yes 

annexurc, are ‘workmen’ of Central 
Railway department within the 
definition of Section 2 (s) of 
Industrial Disputes Act ? 

1 Whether the reference is bad for No 

non-joinder of necessary parties 
as averred in para 13 of Written 
Statement ? 

3 Whether the employees listed in Yes 

the annexure worked in Central 
Railway for more than four years 
.. at the various Railway stations 
of Navi Mumbai ? 


4. Whether the action of the management No 

of Central Railway, Mumbai by not 
regularizing the services of the 

workmen listed in the Annexure is 
legal and proper ? . 

5. What relief employees listed in As per 

Annexure are entitled to 7 order below 
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REASONS 

Issue Nos. 1 to 4 : 

6. By this reference dispute is sent by the Competent 
Authority to this Tribunal for adjudication regarding stand 
taken by the 1st Party that, they are not employees of it, 
though they are doing work for various Railway Stations 
which are under its control. Here stand of the 1st Party is 
that they are not their employees and are employees of 
CIDCO. The work of cleaning, electrification and 
maintenance of above Railway Stations is within the 
purview of CIDCO. There is contract between 1st Party 
and CIDCO and as per it, CIDCO agreed to maintain, keep 
clean the platforms of the above Railway Stations and to 
coupe up with the cost of it, right of advertisement was 
given to CIDCO to raise revenue and coupe up with the 
expenditure accrued by CIDCO in maintaining the said 
Railway Stations. 

7. From the stand taken by 1st Party one thing is 
clear that, workmen involved in the reference are working 
for the 1st Party'. It is also a matter of record that, they are 
cleaning, maintaining the platforms of the above Railway 
Stations w hich belong to 1st Party. It is a matter of record 
that 1 st Party’ is under control of Central Railw ay and is 
part of it and for that workers involved in the reference are 
working. 

8. The stand taken by the 1st Party' is that, said work 
is done by the Workmen involved in the reference through 
CIDCO. Therefore, directly they are notconcemed. Whereas 
2nd Party'react on it. stating that, the work is get done from 
the workers involved in the reference through bogus 
contractors i.e. CIDCO and actually they are working for 
1st Party and are workers of 1st Party. 

9. To support that 2nd Party examined 4 witnesses in 
this reference at Exhibits 15 to 17 and 33 whereas 1st Party' 
examined one witness Ranade at Exhibit 38. After that 2nd 
Party filed closing purshis at Exhibit 34 whereas 1st Party 
filed it at Exhibit 39. Both submitted written arguments i.e. 
by Second Party at Exhibit 40 and by I st Party at Exhibit 41. 
If we peruse evidence of the witnesses referred above, 
examined bv both, we find evidence of 2nd Party Union 
brought on record through Dekhale who is examined at 
Exhibit 15, we find, he admits that, he was engaged by 
M/s. Manpower Services. He also admits that, at that time 
there was no advertisement from 1st Party. He states that, 
he was engaged by the Contractor. He admits that, he is 
not getting any facility from 1st Party and has no 
appointment order of the 1st Party. He admits that he is 
aware of the contract through which he is working with the 
1st Party' on behalf of CIDCO who is working there since 
1992. Other witness examined at Exhibit 16 by name Sable 
gives admissions as given by the first witness admitting 
that, he is engaged by M/s. Manpower Services and is 
aware of the contract and is working with 1st Party through 


CIDCO. Even same case is with Witness No 3 examined 
by 2nd Party' and witness No. 4 Malgi. The witness examined 
by the Management i.e. by 1st Party' at Exhibit 38 states 
that, he is not aware whether workers involved in the 
reference are working at Belapur, Nerul. Juhi Nagar, Sampada 
and Vashi Stations. However, he admits that, they are 
engaged by CIDCO and not by 1st Party. He is not sure, 
whether platforms of these stations, are railway property' 
or not. He is not sure, whether Identity' Cards produced by 
the workers are issued by the Railway authorities or not. 
He is also not aware whether, work attended by the workers 
involved in the reference is supervised by the Station 
Master or not. He is also not aware, whether CIDCO has 
sought permission of the Railway Department to engage 
the workers to work on Railway platforms. 

10. So. this is the evidence led by both to substantiate 
their respective case. In the argument much capital is made 
about contract which took place between CIDCO and Is? 
Party'. As per said contract the work of cleaning, keeping 
upto date the platforms of the above Railway stations is 
assigned to the CIDCO by the 1st Party. After all, said 
Original agreement is not produced before this Tribunal 
but only Xerox copy is relied by both. Since Xerox copy is 
produced, if we peruse it, we find that said agreement took 
place under impression that, in the normal course the 
stations of New Mumbai via Vashi. Sampada, Juhinagar. 
Nerul, Belapur etc. can be maintained by the Central Railway 
Administration. Clause 4 of the said agreement reveals that 
burden of maintaining above Railway Stations is the duty 
of 1st Party; That means, it is the work of 1st Party- i.e. work 
of maintaining the above Railway stations. As per said 
agreement Corporation and Central Railway administration 
decided that, the, said work be done by the Corporation 
and to coupe up with the expenditure, which may be 
incurred, in doing such work of maintaining the said 
stations, 1st Party agreed to give right to exhibit the 
advertisements at those Stations and to raise the funds for 
the above purpose which can be spent on it. As per clause 
10 of the said agreement, Corporation undertook to maintain 
these Stations in the proper state with the aid of the revenue 
accruing from the advertisements to be permitted by the 
Corporation at those Railway stations. As per the said 
agreement, the Corporation shall maintain the said Railway 
stations in the proper state and unkeep and repair at its 
own cost for the period of five years. It is also agreed by 
the Corporation to bear the expenses to maintain the said 
Railway stations together with the expenses of water and, 
electricity' consumed on the premises of the said Railway 
Stations. If such a cost exceeds Rs. 20,000 Corporation has 
to obtain permission from the Central Railway administration. 
Against that, Central Railway Administration agreed to 
the Corporation to give the advertisement rights in the 
Railway Station area and the Corporation shall have the 
freedom to determine the areas and locations for such 
advertisements in those Railway Stations. So, by this 
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alleged agreement, though not proved, it is crystal clear 
that, maintaining stations up to date, was the duty of the 
ISt Party and as per said agreement, it was assigned to the 
Corporation i.e. CIDCO. Said agreement also reveals that. 
Corporation has to raise funds for the said work by 
promoting advertisements. That means property on which 
Corporation agreed to work is the property of the 1st Party. 
Besides, there is no dispute that, work of cleaning, to keep 
up the platforms of the above Railway Stations is perennial 
nature. When the property on which the work is to be 
done, is the property of the 1st Party definitely one has to 
safely conclude that, said work is of the 1 st Party since it is 
the owner of the property and it is the work of perennial 
nature. When it is the perennial nature of work, which i*s to 
be done on the property of the 1st Party, question arises 
who is the owner of it and who will be benefited by it ? 
Definitely answer will be that 1st Party is the owner and 
will be benefited by it. By the said agreement, only work of 
cleaning the platform, keeping them in clean and decent 
condition is given to CIDCO and for that CIDCO got right 
to give properties for advertisement to the customers who 
will pay the charges of it to the CIDCO. So definitely the 
work, for which the alleged agreement took place, was the 
work and is the work of perennial nature and is of 1 st Party. 

11. The nature of work reveals that, the said work is 
to be done, by entering in the property of the 1st Party. 
When one has to enter in the property of the 1st Party, 
definitely any act done by such a person may be checked 
and controlled by the 1st Party, by its officers and it is 
supported by the evidence produced on record by the 2nd 
Part)'. Number of Xerox copies of the Identity Cards are 
produced by the 2nd Part)', with Exhibit-14 which reveals 
that. Station Master of that Station authorized said workers 
to enter in the Railway premises. Those Identity Cards 
were given under the seal and signature of Superintendent 
of the said Railway Station. That means, without permission 
of the 1st Party one cannot attend the work allegedly to be 
done by the so-called CIDCO; the body which has accepted 
that responsibility by the alleged agreement Definitely work 
which is to be done on the property of Railway Stations is 
not the property of the CIDCO. If, we ignore the alleged 
agreement, it will find difficult, for one to understand 
whether, any stranger or trespasser can enter in the Railway 
Station and work for it ? As we are noting and observing 
that, there is no entry to the Railway Stations without 
permission and one has to obtain platform ticket for entering, 
in the Railway Station. When, one has to obtain platform 
ticket just to enter platform of said property, then how 
stranger can be permitted to work ? If we, consider this 
question, regarding the work done by the workers involved 
in the reference and work done by strangers, question will 
be for what they are doing work and for whom ?-And if we 
read all that coupled with above submissions and evidence 
referred above, one will answer that the workers involved 
in the reference are definitely working for the 1 st Party may 


be through CIDCO. Even in the written statement the 1st 
Party has made out case in that respect and have contended 
that 2nd Party are the employees of CIDCO and are not 
directly concerned with the 1st Party. When that stand is 
taken by the 1st Party and on that count 1st Party is saying 
that, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction saying that, there is 
no employer or employees relation between employees 
involved in the reference and the 1 st Party has no meaning. 
When that question is posed by the 1st Party and when 
nature of work reveals that, the workers involved in the 
reference with 1st Party question arises how CIDCO got 
right to engage such employees for 1st Party ? Definitely 
answer will be that, under the alleged agreement. However, 
said agreement is not produced/proved. Pausing for a 
moment, both acted on the said alleged agreement and it is 
genuine one, the arguments referred above reveal that, 
said agreement took place for the benefit of the 1st Part) 1 
and for the convenience of the 1st Party. When workers 
involved in the reference are working for the 1st Party and 
for its benefits and for 1st Party, question arises why 1st 
Party is shy in saying that they are their employees ? 
According to me, reason behind is that, just to avoid 
responsibility which may cast on it, by accepting the 
relationship of employer and employee, that is what exactly 
is done by 1 st Party in saying that, workers involved in the 
reference are not its employees, but are employees of 
CIDCO definitely single out first party only. 

12. Apart from that, number of questions put to the 
witnesses of the 2nd Party reveals that, they are the workers 
of the Contractors by name M/s. Man Power Services. 
That means. M/s. Man Power Services is also engaged 
and introduced by CIDCO for 1st Party. That means, 1st 
Party is not doing that work as per said agreement but it 
get it done from M/s. Man Power Services. So in this case, 
there is no single contract, but there is sub-contract also 
implemented by the 1st Party. When there was ban on 
Contract Labour regarding perennial nature of work, 
question arises how this type of development took place 
and who permitted them to do it ? The case law referred by 
the 1st Party of the citation published in 2001 III CLR 
p. 349, while deciding the case of Steel Authority of India 
Ltd. & ors. etc. v/s. National Union Water Front Workers 
& ors. the Apex Court observed that, notification issued 
by the Central Government in prohibiting the employment 
of contract labourers for such a perennial nature of Work of 
sweeping etc. is declared not tenable and as such the 
notification’is'not sustainable. Here in our case, there is no 
question of notification as was in the referred case supra. 
The question before Apex Court was to decide legality" of 
notification issued by the Central Government which, 
banned notification issued by the Central Government 
which prevent in employing the contract labour system in 
perennial nature of like sweeping etc. and on the basis of 
that, it tried to submit that contract labourers are prohibited 
even in the field of perennial nature of work. In my 
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considered view, the citation referred above does not give 
any signal, as tried to be projected by the 1st Party to say 
that, alleged agreement took place between 1st Party and 
CEDCO is legal one and this Court cannot intervene in it as 
Apex Court has legalized this contract system in perennial 
nature of work like sweeping etc. In our case, facts are 
totally different than the facts of the above referred case. 
In our case, for the benefit of first party, alleged agreement 
took place and work of cleaning and keeping stations clean 
was accepted by CIDCO and for that CIDCO is permitted 
to accept the advertisements and exhibit to raise revenues 
to coupe up with the expenditure. That means, lastly the 
work of cleaning Railway Stations and maintaining is of 
the 1st Party and the said work is got done by it through 
CIDCO. In our case not only through CIDCO but also 
through one agency called M/s, Man Power Services, That 
means, in the instant case, there was not only contractor 
but sub-contractor also which was used by the 1 st Party in 
get doing its own work and definitely such a contractor 
and sub-contractors are using the workers who have no 
knowledge and who are needy in getting work. Definitely 
the nature of work done by the workers involved in the 
reference and the way in which the work is got done by 1 st 
Party, in my considered view, it is more than serious than 
only getting work done from the Contractor. Here in our 
case which is at hand, and facts of which reveals that, not 
only the contractor but sub-contractors are also utilized 
by the 1 st Party and one can imagine in what way workers 
working with them might have been exploited, treated and 
handled by them ? 

13. So, if we consider all this, coupled with tile nature 
of work and the property on which the workers are working, 
in my considered view, they are working for the 1st Party 
as it was duty of the 1st Party to maintain the Railway 
Stations and platforms of it. When workets involved in the 
reference are working for the 1st Party and though their 
wages are paid out of the revenue collected by CIDCO on 
the right given to it to hire places for advertisement is 
nothing but making arrangement indirectly of payment of 
wages to the workers who are working for 1st Party and 
definitely it cannot be legalized as expected by the 1st 
Party. Therefore, I conclude that, the workers involved in 
the reference definitely fall within the definition of Section 
2(s) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and are the workers of 
the 1 st Party. The Reference is not bad for non-joinder of 
CIDCO since we are not deciding here any claim against 
CIDCO as CIDCO is the only mediator working for 1st Party 
and relief is sought against 1st Party only as 1st Party is 
the real owners of the property and it is benefited by the 
work of the Second Party. 

14. In my considered view, denying the relationship 
of 2nd Party Workmen in the said reference by the 1st 
Party is the only dispute which solely falls under Section 
2(k) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and observe that 


employees involved in the reference must be declared and 
treated as employees of the 1st Party. 

15. It is a matter of record that no payment is given 
by the 1 st Party. It is matter of record that no advertisement 
was given by the 1st Party for the said work. It is also a 
matter of record that they were not appointed by the 1st 
Party. How ever, in my considered view, it does not come in 
their way to claim the relations with the 1st Party as its 
employees because agreement referred by the 1st Party 
itself reveals that they are doing work of I st Party through 
CEDCO. When they are doing work for 1st Party, in my 
considered view, that parameter is rather immaterial as it is 
simply agency which is working for the 1st Party and 1st 
Party is principal employer. When 1 st Party is the principal 
employer, one has to presume that, employees involved in 
the reference are its employees. 

16. In view of the discussions made above, I answer 
these issues to that effect and pass the following order : 

ORDER 

(a) Reference is allowed; 

(b) First Party is directed to treat the employees 
involved in the reference as its employees and 
regularize them on the work on which they are 
working and give them benefit of it; 

(c) In the circumstances of the case, there is no 
order as to its costs. 

Mumbai, 

31 st May, 2006. A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

21 2006 
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New' Delhi, the 21 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3322.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (61/99) of the 
Central Goverftment Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Kanpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
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management of State Bank of Patiala and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-07-2006. 

[No. L-12012/78/1999-IR(B-I)] 
A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SURESH CHANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYA 
NAGAR, KANPUR, U P. 

Industrial Dispute No. 61 of 1999 

In the matter of dispute between 

U. P. Bank Employees Congress, 

General Secretary, 

U. P. Bank Employees Congress, 

2/363 Namner Agra, 

U.P.-282001. 

AND 

The Regional Manager, 

State Bank of Patiala, 

G-31, Connaught Place, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government in Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification no. L- 12012/78/99 IR(B-[), dated 
18-3-99 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the Manager, State Bank of 
Patiala, New Delhi in imposing penalty vide order 
dated 17-5-91 upon Sri Amar Singh Barman, Head 
Cashier was legal and justified ? If not, what relief 
the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. It is common ground that the workman Sri Amar 
Singh Barman while working as Head Cashier at Bank’s 
Firozabad Branch was served with a chargesheet dated 
8-4-89 and after completion of inquiry proceedings, 
management of bank served the workman a show cause 
notice dated 3-1-94 and after considering the reply of the 
workman against the show cause notice, the disciplinary 
authority passed final orders dated 17-5-91 imposing upon 
him stoppage of five increments falling due to the workman 
on 1-10-91,1-10-92,1-10-93,1-10-94 and 1-10-95 withfutuie 
effect in terms of clause 19.6(d) of Bipartite Settlement. 
Appeal preferred by the workman against punishment order 
was too rejected by the appellate authority. 

3. In the statement of claim it has been alleged by the 
workman that he was not given proper opportunity to 
defend himself in the domestic inquiry by the inquiry officer, 
inquiry findings recorded by the enquiry officer is not based 


upon proper appraisal of evidence available on the record 
of inquiry therefore findings are perverse and could form 
basis for award of punishment, enquiry officer violated 
rules of natural justice during conduct of domestic inquiry 
against the workman and that the enquiry officer acted like 
a prosecutor instead of a judge in the course of inquiry. It 
has further been alleged by the workman that on the basis 
of evidence led by the management during inquiry charges 
against the workman cannot be said to have been proved. 
In the end it has been alleged that the punishment is 
absolutely illegal and is liable to be set aside at the hands 
of this Hon’ble Tribunal. 

4. Opposite party bank filed written statement against 
the workman. It has been alleged by the opposite party 
bank that since the workman committed serious misconduct 
he was rightly served with the chargesheet. Workman was 
given full opportunity of his defence by the enquiry officer. 
It has been denied by the bank that the enquiry officer 
flouted the rules of natural justice or provisions of service 
regulations during the course of conduct of domestic 
inquiry. Enquiry officer recorded a rational findings against 
the workman holding that the charges levelled against the 
workman stands proved, therefore, inquiry findings are 
fully justified and cannot be said to be perverse hence the 
workman has rightly been punished by the disciplinary 
authority. In the last it has been alleged that the claim of 
the workman is devoid of merit and is therefofe liable to be 
rejected by the Hon’ble Tribunal. 

5. It is to be pointed out that authorised 
representatives for contesting parties were debarred by 
order dated 5-6-03 and 3-9-04, whereafter notices were sent 
to the contesting parties. From the side of the workman 
General Secretary of the Union Sri V. K. Gupta appeared 
and one Sri Pradeep Khandelwan appeared for the opposite 
party bank. After 14-12-04 none appeared from the side of 
the opposite party bank nor any evidence was led by the 
opposite party in support of their case. Worker has led his 
evidence in support of his case. As none appeared from 
the side of the opposite party bank cross examination of 
the workman could not be done in the case. 

6. In view of discussions the tribunal have no 
hesitation to accept the uncontroverted evidence of the 
workman the resultant effect of the same is that the opposite 
party bank has miserably failed to prove the charges against 
the workman before the Tribunal. Under these 
circumstances it is held that the punishment awarded to 
the workman vide order dated 17-5-91 is neither legal nor 
justified and accordingly it is set aside. Opposite party 
bank is directed to release the withheld increments of the 
workman forthwith and to make payment of arrears of wages 
to the workman within one month from the date of 
publication of the award. Reference is answered 
accordingly. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Ofii cer 


2415 GI/06—17 
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New Delhi, the 21 st July, 2006 

S.O. 3323. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 293/ 
1999) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kanpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Northern Railway and their workman, which 
w as received by the Central Government on 21-7-2006. 

[No. L-41012/173/1999-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SURESflTEOANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYA 
NAGAR, KANPUR, UP. 

Industrial Dispute No.293 of 1999 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Shri Ram Bhawan son of Sri Mathura Prasad, 

C/o Sri Shah Mohammad, 

131/281 Begumpurwa, 

Post Transport Nagar, 

Kanpur-208001 

AND 

1. Divisional Railway Manager, 

Northern Railway, 

Allahabad,. UP. 

2. The Assistant/Divisional Engineer, 

(Head Quarter) Northern Railway, 

Kanpur, UP. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, MOL, New Delhi, vide its 
Notification no. L41012/173/99/m (B-l)dated 11-11-1999 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
tribunal: 

'‘Whether the action of the the management of 
Divisional Railway Manager and Assistant Divisional 


Engineer (HQ) Northern Railway, Allahabad in 

terminating the services of Sri Ram Bhawan, Key 

Man, w.e.f. 13 -1-99 is legal and justified ?” 

2. The case in short as set up by the workman in his 
claim petition is that the workman was the permanent 
employee of the opposite party and was holding a post of 
Key Man. The workman while on duty on 18-3-96 detected 
the cracks in line No. 1 SEJ at platform no. i of Kanpur 
Central Railway Station and informed the PWI Sri Ikramullah, 
SriRK. Prasad J.E. Gr. II and Sri A.K. Dey Sarkar SSE(HQ) 
East track on 18-3-96. It further alleged by the workman 
that as a precautionary measure to avoid any accident 
derailment etc, he was using wooden blocks and sleepers 
beneath the cracked portion of line no. 1 as per rules till 
permanent security measures are adopted by the 
responsible officers of the railways. It is also pleaded that 
on the information about the cracks in line no. 1 which ws 
fiimished by the workman in writing on 26-6-96 Sri A. K. 
Dey Sarkar SSE(HQ) East Track had issued orders to replace 
the line no. 1 in question but no measures to avoid any 
derailment or accident could be taken for continuous period 
of 5 months and 25 days after the orders of its replacement 
by the responsible officers of the opposite parties. 

3. Asa result of negligent working of die responsible 
officers of the rail way s/opposite parties, Kalka Mail train 
no. 2311 derailed on 7-12-96 at line no. 1. The workman was 
issued major penalty chargesheet no. E/7/CS/RS/97 dated 
21-1 -97 in the form of S.R 5, by the disciplinary authority. 
Enquiry into the matter was held against the workman by 
the enquiiy officer. Enquiry officer ultimately held in his 
report of enquiry that the charge levelled against the 
workman as charge no. 1 to 3 are not established. Enquiry 
officer submitted his report before the disciplinary authority 
for consideration. Enquiry officer has not mentioned the 
date when he submitted the inquiry report or the date of 
preparation of the same. The disciplinary authority 
considered the enquiry report and he disagreed with the 
report of the enquiry officer vide its order dated 13-1-98 
and instead of issuing the workman show cause before 
imposition of punishment preferred to pass straightway 
final order of punishment against the workman by way of 
removal from the service of the railway holding the workman 
responsible for derailment of 2311 UP Kalka Mail on 
7-11-96 due to rail fracture. Appeal preferred by the 
workman against the order of his removal passed by the 
disciplinary authority also could not find favour and the 
same was rejected by the appellate authority vide his order 
dated 14-5-98. 

The workman in his statement of claim has challenged 
the above action of the opposite party on variety of 
grounds inter alia, none of the charges against the workman 
were found proved by the enquiry officer; the impugned 
punishment order dated 134-98 virtually based on no 
evidence and that the disciplinary authority before imposing 
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the major penally on the workman did not prefer to inform 
the workman the reasons of disagreement with the report 
of inquiry officer by issuing show cause notice, the 
workman has discharged Ms doty with due care and 
deligence, he could not have been charged for the alleged 
misconduct asfie well in advance had informed the officers 
of the opposite party about the cracks. Since the punishing 
authority in Ms order dated 13-1-98 has admitted the fact 
that it is also to add that PWM and PWI Sri R.K Prasad 
has not taken any remedial action he should have informed 
to other superior officer i.e. CPWI or AEN etc. and should 
not have awaited for nine months wMch is a clear case of 
slackness. On the strength of these observations recorded 
by the disciplinary authority m his order dated 13-1-98, it is 
pleaded by the workman that he could not be punished for 
the negligent slackness working of Ms superiors who did 
not take any action for months together despite the fact 
that information about crack in line no. 1 was furnished by 
the workman long back before the derailment of 2311 UP 
Kalka Mail. The impugned orders passed by the 
disciplinary authority as well as appellate authority is 
notMngbut a devise to protect the skin of their responsible 
officer who were held responsible fortheir act of omission 
and commission by the disciplinary authority himself in 
his final order dated 13-1-98. The impugned orders are 
against the principle of natural justice and is also violative 
of Article 14 & 16 of the Constitution of India. On the basis 
of above pleadings it has been prayed that theorder of the 
disciplinary authority as well as appellate authority be set 
aside and the workman be reinstated inlhe servees of the 
railways with full back wages and with all consequential 
benefits. 

4. The claim of the workman has been contested by 
the opposite party who filed their reply against the 
statement of claim filed by the workman alleging therein 
that the plea taken by the workman is false airi frivolous 
and imaginary and deserves no consideration. It is 
absolutely false that the workman ever furnished any 
information to the respective officers of the railways. The 
derailment took place simply because of negligent working 
of the workman and he had been negligent throughout as 
he did not pass on information to his higherups. It is also 
alleged that it is always witMn the jurisdiction of the 
disciplinary authority to accept or not the inquiry report of 
the inquiry officer and to pass suitable orders after 
considering all the pros and cons of the matter. The 
punishment order has rightly been passed and it stands 
justified and the claim preferred by the workman be rejected 
holding that he is not entitled for any relief. 

5. After exchange of pleadings between the parties 
contesting parties have led oral as well documentary 
evidence in support of their respective case. 

6. 1 have gone through the records of the case 
carefully and have also heard arguments at length 
advanced by the respective authorised representatives. 


7. It is common ground that theworkman mquestion 
, was served with a major penalty chargeshnet dated 21 Jan., 

97 inform S.F. 5;inquiry in the matter was conducted by 
the inquiry officer who ultimately ^ufcanitlMf TCport 
before the disciplinary holding that naoecfchargeslewellcd 
against the workman are found to bcfcproved. dmcfolmary 
authority disagreed with the findings recorded 4w the 
inquiry officer and vide Ms order dated 13-U98imposed 
punishment of removal upon the workman. The workman 
preferred an appeal before the appellate authority which 
too could not find favour. 

8. The representative for the workman advanced his 
argument with contention that the final orders passed by 
the disciplinary authority could not be sustained in the 
eye of law as under service rules the samBcouMaiot have 
been passed by thedisciplinary authority without issuing 
the workman show cause notice stating reasons of 
disagreement with the report of inquiry especially when 
the disciplinary authority disagreed with the findings of 
the enquiry officer. On the contrary it has been argued by 
the opposite party that it is withm the competence of the 
disciplinary authority either lo disagree or agree with the 
findings ofthe inquiry officer and it is also in Ms 
competence to pass suitable orders in the matter. I have 
considered the rival contentions of the parties 

9. It will be seen as to whether it was witMn the 
competence of the disciplinary authority to pass 
pumshmeot coders straightway after disagreement with the 
report ef Etoquiry officer withwrt issuance of any show 
cause note* stating reasons therein for disagreement, to 
the workman. The tribunal agree with the arguments ofthe 
opposite party so far as it relates to the effect that the 
disciplinary-authority can agree or disagree with the 
fin di ngs of the inquiry officer in a disciplinary case. But 
thetribohal-do not find any substance in the second part 
of the arguments advanced by the authorised 
representative forthe opposite party that iHs always within 
the competence to pass suitable orders in disciplinary 
matters straightway. It is settled principle of law in service 
jurisprudence that in cases where the disciplinary authority 
finds himself in disagreement with the report of inquiry 
officer, at the first instance it is obligatory on Ms part to 
record reasons for Ms disagreement and then to provide 
thedelinquent employee an opportunity of his defence by 
issuing him a show cause notice providing reasonable time 
to enable the delinquent employee to reply the same 
effectively. In the case in hand from the final order of 
punishment dated 13-1-98 it is quite obvious that the 
disciplinary authority disagreed with the findings of the 
inquiry officer and instead providing an opportunity to the 
delinquent employee to make his effective defence in 
support of his case by providing Mm show cause notice 
stating therein detailed reasons for disagreement, 
disciplinary* authority preferred passing of final orders of 
punishment against the delinquent employee removing Mm 
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from the service of the railway. The method and way in 
which the disciplinary’ authority’ has exercised his powers 
in the facts and circumstances of the case cannot be 
appreciated at all by the tribunal as it is against the service 
rules as well as against the principle of natural justice as 
well as well settled law that no one should be condemned 
unheard. On this point the authorised representative has 
relied upon the law cited in die case of Moti Lai Gupta V/s. 
State of Uttar Pradesh reported in AIR 1965. Allahabad. 
492. wherein it has been observed by the Hon'ble High 
Court that after the employee gave his explanation, the 
enquiry officer submitted his report to the Deputy 
T ransport Commissioner who passed an order of dismissal 
without giving second show cause notice/opportunity to 
the employee to explain whv the punishment proposed 
should not be initiated upon him. 

10. The law cited above by the authorised 
representative for the workman fully applies to the facts 
and circumstances of the present case as they are absolutely 
analogous to the facts mentioned in the case law cited 
above. As the delinquent employee of the present case 
has not been issued a second show cause notice by the 
disciplinary authority before imposing of punishment order 
upon him. the orders passed by the disciplinary' authority 
on 13-1 -98 and the orders pa>:«:ed by the appellate authority 
cannot be sustained in the • w uf law being absolutely 
based against the principles of usnirnl justice as such these 
orders arc liable to be set aside and accordingly set aside. 

11. It has next been argued by the authorised 
representative for the workman that the workman could 
not have been punished as the workman furnished relevant 
information about the crack tu hue no. 1 to his immediate 
superiors and if the crack could be removed by the 
responsible officers of the railways, he could not be 
punished for the reckless and negligent workings of others 
and for derail ment of 2311 UP Kalka Mail on 7-11 -96 at line 
no. I after 9 months from the date of furnishing information 
m tlus regard by the workman to. his higher ups. The 
workman has also drawn my attention towards the 
observations recorded by the disciplinary authority as well 
as appellate authority and on the basis of these 
observations it has been argued that workman could not 
be punished at all. 1 have gone through the Final order 
dated 13-1 -98 passed by the disciplinary authority and find 
that in the last but one para at page two it has been observed 
by the disciplinary authority’ that it is also to add that when 
PWMand PW1 Sri R.K. Prasad lias not taken any remedial 
action, he should have informed to other superior officer 
i.c. CPWI or AEN etc. and should not have waited for 9 
months which is a clear case of slackness. From these 
observations of the disciplinary' authority’ it is quite clear 
that he was of the firm opinion that the responsible officers 
have not discharged their obligations. I do not agree with 
the observations of the disciplinary authority' to the effect 
that w hen Sri R.K. Prasad P.W.I. has not taken any remedial 


action, the workman ought to have informed the matter to 
his next senior officers. It is common matter of knowledge 
in service rales that a subordinate employee is always 
supposed to keep informed his superior officers about the 
working defects and if superiors keep silence for sufficient 
long period without any action and in that situation any 
mishappening occurs, such poor employee like the present 
workman could not be held responsible for negligent 
working of his superiors like in the present case. The opimon 
expressed by the disciplinary authority' appears to be 
clouded with bias against the workman and tribunal finds 
that the disciplinary- authority' was adamant to punish the 
poor workman by hook or by crook for the deliberate 
negligent working of his superior officers. 

12. The simple arguments advanced on behalf of 
the opposite party contrary 7 to the arguments of the 
workman are that it is always the domain of the disciplinary 
authority to pass orders in disciplinary matters and such 
decision of the authorities are not required to be interfered 
at the hands of the courts. 1 do not find any substance in 
this argument of the opposite party-. 1 do agree that it is the 
competence of the disciplinary authority' to pass orders in 
disciplinary’ matters but he should be oblivous of the fact 
that his orders should not be based on arbitrary 
considerations or against the rales of natural justice. As it 
has already been held that the removal order dated 13-1-98 
is based on whimsical considerations therefore arguments 
cannot be accepted. 

13. Lastly the authorised representative has drawn 
the attention of the tribunal towards the findings recorded 
by the appellate authority in its order dated 14-5-98.1 have 
gone through the observations recorded by the appellate 
authority in para 5 of his orders and find that the appellate 
authority lias recorded the same on totally extraneous 
considerations which was never the subject matter of appeal 
preferred by the workman nor the subject matter of inquiry 
hefd against the workman. Merc charging Sri R.K. Prasad 
and punishing him for the accident would not amount that 
the workman too can be punished for same charge for which 
he was not responsible. What a poor employee like the 
workman can do in the matter except informing the superior 
officers about the crack in the line. It is admitted position 
of the case that the workman was working as Key Man and 
lie was not supposed to be a technical man. He took best 
recourse in avoiding any accident or mishappening on the 
rail track no. 1. at Kanpur Central station. It was the obligation 
of the engineering staff responsible for removal of defects 
pointed out by the workman long back and if they failed in 
their job appellate authority cannot escape from his 
responsibility by observing that informing to higher ups 
or to his superiors and who had not taken action for which 
PW1 Sri R.K. Prasad has also been charged and punished 
in the same accident case. In view of the tribunal these 
observations of the appellate authority in no way can help 
the case of the opposite party therefore, the appellate 
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authority's order dated 14-5-98 also appears to be based 
on bias reasoning inasmuch as it has not been mentioned 
as to what punishment was awarded to the responsible 
officers for the same act of misconduct. Therefore, in these 
circumstances, the order dated 14-5-98 is liable to be set 
aside being passed on extraneous considerations by the 
appellate authority 

14. No other point has been pressed by the A. Rs 
for the contesting parties. 

15. In view of above discussions, it is held that the 
punishment order dated 13-1 -98 passed by the disciplinary 
authority and appellate order dated 14-5-98 is bad in law 
and are liable to be set aside. Accordingly orders dated 
13-1-98 and 14-5-9 8 are quashed as it reflects that the mind 
of the concerned officers are clouded with bias. Under 
these circumstances both these orders are quashed and 
the workman is held entitled for his reinstatement in the 
service with full back wages, continuity of service and all 
other consequential benefits admissible to him under 
service rules. Opposite party is directed to reinstate the 
workman in service after expiry of 30 days from the date of 
publication of award and to award him back wages. 

16. Reference is answered accordingly. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
24^cTli 2006 
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ft, ftt ■qst 21 - 7-2006 ^ 

^3Ti«ni 

[ft. ^-12012/6/1999-^^ (ft)-II)] 
ft). 'kiwi, arar 

New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. 3324.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 127/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kanpur (U.R) as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Central Bank 
of India and their workmen which was received by the 
Central Government on 21-7-2006. 

[No. L-12012/6/ 1999-IR (B-H)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE - 

BEFORE SRI SURESH CHANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYX 
NAGAR, KANPUR, U.P. 

Industrial Dispute No. 127 of 99 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Shri Ishendra Kumar Singh Bhadanriya 
C/o Sri B.P. Saxena, 

426 W-2 Basant Bihar, 

Kanpur. 

AND 

Central Bank of India, 

The Regional Manager, 

CBI Regional Office, 

125 Civil Lines, Etawah. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification no. 12012/6/99-IR (B-II) dated 
31-5-99 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this tribunal: 

“Whether Shri Ishendra Singh Bhadauriya has 
worked for 240 days with the management of Central 
Bank of India in any 12 consecutive months during 
the period from 1-5-91 to 30-6-98 ? If yes, whether the 
action of the management of Central Bank of India in 
terminating the services of Sri Ishendra Singh 
Bhadauriya w.e.f. 1-7-98 is justified ? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled for ?” 

2. The case in short as set up by him in his statement 
of claim is that he was engaged by the bank w.e.f. 1-5-91 
and he performed all such duties in the bank as were bring 
performed by the regular peon of the bank. The applicant 
was also required to do the clerical duties as well as duties 
in cash department of the branch Applicant though worked 
for full time at bank's Airwa Katra Branch as performing the 
w ork of peon as well as the work of clerk he was paid his 
wages at Rs. 20 per day instead of full wages, The applicant 
continuously worked from 1-5-91 to 30-6-98 with the 
opposite party bank when the services of the workman 
had been dispensed by the opposite party bank w ithout 
assigning any reason, notice pay or retrenchment 
compensation in this way opposite party has committed 
breach of the provisions of Section 25F of I.D. Act, which 
action of the bank is illegal and the w orkman is entitled to 
be reinstated in the services of the bank with full back 
wages, continuity of service and all consequential benefits. 

3 . The opposite party bank appeared and filed its 
reply in the case. It has been alleged by the bank that for 
recruitment in the services of the bank, bank has its own 
rules and according to it selection for regular appointments 
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are done according to need of work. Since workman had 
never undergone through any selection process for the 
post of peon and was never appointed by issuing any 
appointment letter, therefore, allegation that the workman 
was appointed in the bank and performed the duties of 
clerical nature as well as peon is absolutely imaginary and 
incorrect. Under these circumstances question of his 
exploitation or applicability of any of the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act does not arise at all. It is also alleged 
by the opposite party bank that when the workman was 
never appointed by it on any post question of termination 
of his services does not arise at all in the facts and 
circumstances of the case. 

4. On merit of the case it has been pleaded by the 
opposite party bank that the applicant was doing his own 
business in the name and style M/s Bhadauritya Light 
House Airwa Katra Etawah and he offered himself to instal 
a generator on contract basis vide offer letter dated 
21-7-93. Applicant also made a request vide letter dated 
20-10-93 to enhance the rent of generator. It is also alleged 
that apart from above business the applicant was also 
engaged in Pashupalan business and for that purposes he 
had applied for a loan before the opposite party bank and 
the bank sanctioned loan for Goatery and the applicant 
also used to take contract for recovery of Tehbazari from 
Distt. Board Etawah. On the basis of these allegations it 
has been prayed that the claim of the applicant is devoid of 
merit and is liable to be rejected. 

5. Rejoinder statement has also been filed by the 
applicant in support of his claim but nothing new has been 
mentioned therein except reiterating the facts already 
pleaded by him in the statement of claim. 

6. Both contesting parties have led oral as well as 
documentary evidence in support of their respective cases. 

7. Heard the arguments of contesting parties at 
length and have also gone through the documents carefully. 

8. The second part of the reference order is 
dependent upon first part of the schedule of reference order. 
A short controversy involved in the case is as to whether 
the workman has worked with the opposite party bank for 
240 days in 12 consecutive months during the period 
1 -5-91 to 30-6-98 as claimed by the workman. Heavy burden 
lies on the workman to establish his claim on the point in 
controversy. Workman in support of his claim has filed 
certain photocopies of the documents per list dated 
1 -2-2001 purported to have been prepared by the workman 
In ms elf.-These documents cannot be read in evidence as it 
is well settled law that photocopies of the documents 
cannot be read in evidence. Therefore, these photocopies 
of the documents are of no help to the workman. 

9. As against it management has filed original of 
vouchers per list of document dated 29-9-03 which are dated 
26-7-97, 31-12-97 and 16-4-98 respectively. These 


documents have been examined by the tribunal which 
indicates that workman has been paid wages for certain 
days amounting to rupees 400 at the rate of 20per day. It is 
as per voucher dated 26-7-97. \bucher dated 31-12-97 
indicates that the workman has been paid labour charges 
for Rs. 400 at the rate of Rs. 20 per day and lastly voucher 
dated 16-4-98 shows that the workman has been paid 
Rs. 300 as labour charges for 15 days at the rate of Rs. 20 
per day. These documents have been marked as M. 1, M. 2 
and M.3 respectively. Overall consideration of these 
ouchers is indicative of the fact that during the period 
26-7-97 to 16-4-98 in all the workman has been paid 
Rs. 1100 as wages at the rate of Rs. 20 per day and on this 
basis the total number of working days of the workman 
come to 55 days only. 

10. The workman in his evidence has admitted on 
oath that he was appointed on 1-5-91 at the branch as peon 
and on the oral instructions of the then manager he 
performed the work of cleik. He also admitted that he used 
to be paid his wages at Rs. 20 per day and that he 
continuously worked from 1-5-91 to 30-6-98. He also 
admitted that he was not paid retrenchment compensation 
at the time of termination of services. Workmanin his cross 
examination has denied the suggestion that he did not 
work continuosly in the bank. He also admitted that he 
never applied to the bank for his appointment nor he 
attended any test or interview for his appointment. Worker 
has also admitted the fact that he signed the voucher at the 
bank while receiving labour charges. .The oral evidence of 
the workman that he continuously worked as peon as well 
as clerk in the bank during the period in question cannot 
be accepted in the absence of corroborative evidence. 
There is a joint inspection report on the record. From the 
join^inspection report which is duly signed by the officers 
of the bank as well as by the workman himself it is quite 
evident that the workman had made entries in some of the 
accounts of the constituents of the bank on certain dates 
but the same is not sufficient to believe the case of the 
workman that he had completed more than 240 days of 
continuous sendee. 

11. Therefore, from a careful examination of the 
documentary evidence and oral evidence of the .applicant 
available on the record, it is quite obvious that the workman 
has not been able to establish his claim that he continuously 
worked for 240 days as claimed by him and when the 
workman fails to establish his claim he cannot be held 
entitled for any relief as claimed by him. As workman himself 
has failed to establish his claim tribunal is not inclined to 
appreciate the oral evidence of the management. 

12. Thus it is held that the workman hasnot worked 
continuously with the bank for more than 240 days in 12 
consecutive month therefore he cannot be held entitled for 
any relief as calimed by him. Moreover his disengagement 
if any by the opposite party is not covered under the term 
‘Retrenchment’ therefore he is also not entitled for 
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pTOtectiom«&uiyx>£lite!:pravfi»aBis of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. A& alre adyagted fthatthe first part of the schedule 
of reference? under goefr agBfmfr tfae workman, exercise to 
examinS the^gatirirty, ofiacca ud i pa rt of reference would be a 
futile exemise. 

13. Thneftire fmrn the above discussions, it is held 
that the workman: snotimritiedfor any relief as claimed by 
him and the reference isdeodedagainst the workman and 
in favour oftheoppositepartybank. 

14. 

SWBESEtCliANDRA, Presiding Officer 
24-^Tli 2006 

m 3ff. 3325.—3?|«ilfJ|Ah fafflie 3Tf*rf=RR, 1947 (1947 
^T14) ^ «fRT 17 W«hK % 

Pulawl %vfNr, argarifft' 

aftiftfi ta r firarc «tfwor/?R 

-M l dl cri ! , 4f'l6lU % W (Thr*f triS'TT 7/2000) ^ y^hlRfld 
=r><.6) %, ^ fK«hK ^>1 21 -7-2006 ^1WT ^’3TT «TT I 

[U ^-12012/270/1999-^^(^-11)] 

rit. wron, 

New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. 3325. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 7/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Canara Bank 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-7-2006. 

[No. L-l2012/270/1999-IR (B-H)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated 13th July, 2006 

Present: 

Shri A.R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R, No. 7/2000 

IPaity n Party 

ShriKH. Dasegowda, 

C/oKM. \feerabhadraiah. 

No. 108,4th Main, 6th Cross, 

Govindaraja Nagar, 

Bangalore-560022, 

(Karnataka State) 


APPEARANCES: 

1st Party : Shri C.N. Krishna Reddy, Advocate 

2nd Party- Shri T.R.K. Prasad, Advocate. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2 A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order. No. L-12012/270/99/IR(B-II) dated 31st January, 
2000 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the the management of Canara 

Bank in terminating the services of Shri H.K. 

Dasegowda w.e.f. 15-2-1993 is legal and justified ? If 

not, what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. The case of the first party workman as made out 
in the Claim Statement, in brief, is that he being appointed 
as a Sub-Staff in the bank in the year 1987 worked for a 
■period of 6 years continuously without any interruption. 
However, the management in violation of the provisions of 
Section 25F of the ID Act and violating the principles of 
natural justice has arbitrarily and illegally terminated his 
services w.e.f. 15-2-1993 and thereupon gave false 
assurance to the first party that he will be provided with 
job after some months etc. but failed to fulfil the said 
promise thereby compelling the first party to raise the 
dispute before the Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) 
Bangalore resulting into the present reference. Therefore, 
th&action of the management in terminating the services 
tf.e.f. 15-2-1993 is illegal and is liable to be set aside by 
passing the award in favour of the first party reinstating 
him in service with all other consequential benefits. 

3. The management by its counter statement 
however, contended that services of the first party workman 
were being engaged as a Coolie during the years 1987 to 
1992 intermittently for a few days and that he never worked 
continuously for a period of 240 days in any of the above 
said calendar years. The management contended that the 
first party has filed a writ petition No.19531/96 before the 
Honble High Court seeking direction to include his name 
in the panel of Daily Wagers maintained by the batik and to 
regularize his services with a further direction to the 
Employment Exchange Officer, the Respondent No. 3 in 
the said petition, to sponsor his name and the above said 
writ petition was disposed of vide order dated 15-9-1997 
with an observation that Petitioner (first party) at liberty to 
approach the Employment Exchange Officer to get his name 
sponsored for the purpose of empanelment of his name as 
Daily Wager in the list maintained by the bank. However, 
the first party till today has not approached the employment 
Exchange Office to get his name sponsored for the above 
said purpose and without complying with the orders of the 
High Court in the said writ petition and suppressing this 


The Managing Director, 
CB, Canara Bank, Head 
Office, 

No. 112, J.C.Road, 
Bangalore-560002 
(Karnataka State) 
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fact before tribunal has come out with a different case and 
that he has not come to the court with clean hands. The 
management also contended that for the services taken by 
the bank engaging the first party as a Coolie on and off 
intermittently during the years 1987 to 1992, the bank has 
complied with the provisions of Section 25F of the ID Act 
and had paid a sum of Rs. 7440 to the first party and 
therefore, it cannot be said that it was a case of illegal 
termination in violation of the above said provision of law 
and hence reference is liable to be dismissed. 

4. During the course of trial, the management 
examined the Bank Officer looking after the Recruitment 
and Promotion Section as MW1 and got marked four 
documents at Ex. M1 to M4. His statement in examination 
chief relevant for the purpose is that the bank will be 
maintaining Daily Wagers List for each district and services 
of the Daily Wagers will be engaged by the bank as and 
when the Sub Staff of the bank goes on leave or remains 
absent for any other reason. He stated that for the above 
said purpose i.e. to engage the worker on daily wage basis, 
his name must be sponsored through the Employment 
Exchange and in the instant case the name of the first party' 
was not listed in the Daily Wagers List he being engaged 
as a Coolie only for the day he was doing the work in the 
bank. He then stated that the management has paid 
retrenchment compensation amount and that has been 
received by the first party' vide Demand Draft and he has 
encashed the same. Then he stated about the above said 
writ petition filed by the first party' and the fact that the first 
party did not comply with the directions of the High Court. 
Lastly he stated that the first party has not worked 
continuously for a period of240 days in a particular block 
period and retrenchment compensation is paid to him by 
way of abundant caution since he was engaged during the 
period of six years intermittently. 

5. The first party' on his part examined himself by 
filing an affidavit evidence and the only averment at Para l 
of the affidavit relevant for the purpose is to the effect that 
he had been working with the bank as a sub staff since 
1987 uptill 15-2-1993 on which date his services were 
terminated illegally not complying with the provisions of 
Section 2 5F of the ID Act or holding any Domestic Enquiry' 
that his last drawn wages were Rs. 1,560 per month. 

6. Ex. Ml is the letter issued to the first party' 
enclosing a DD for Rs. 7440 in compliance of Section 25F 
of the ID Act. Ex. M2 is the AD Slip in sending the said 
letter. Ex. M3 is, the copy of the order of the writ petition 
and Ex. M4 is the copy of the writ petition filed by the first 
party. I would like to refer to the statement of MW1 and 
WW1 made in their cross-examination, when appropriate. 

7. Learned counsel for the first party filed his 
Written Argument and whereas, the learned counsel for 
the management has advanced his oral arguments. In his 
written arguments learned counsel for the first party 
repeating some of the undisputed facts, viz the first party' 


worked with the management bank during the year 1987 to 
1993 drawing last drawn wages of Rs. 1560 per month and 
that the first party had filed the above said writ petition 
which was disposed of with an observation that the first 
party must get his name sponsored through employment 
exchange and further contended that the first party' worked 
with the management bank in the aforesaid period of 6 
years continuously but his services were terminated 
illegally w.e.f. 15-2-1993 falsely contending that he was 
being engaged as a CoolieTor few days intermittently in 
the aforesaid period. He contended that the management 
bank was supposed to maintain the muster roll and 
attendance register etc. but failed to produce any such 
records before this tribunal. In support of his claim that the 
first party' did not work continuously in the aforesaid period 
of 6 years or a period of 240 days more in a particular 
calendar year and therefore, adverse inference is to be 
drawn against the management in not producing those 
records. He contended that the retrenchemnt compensation 
amount paid to the first party' under DD dated 29-11-1993 
after a period of nine months from the date of termination is 
not the compliance of the provision of Section 25F. To 
support his case learned counsel relied upon the following 
four decisions: 

L 1976(1) LLJ Page 478 SC 

2. 2004 LAB IC Page 48 SC 

3. 2002 LABIC Page 1090 SC 

4. AIR 1999 Page 1441 SC 

8. Whereas, learned counsel for the management 
argued that though the first party' was engaged by the 
bank as a Coolie and not as a Sub Staff for few days 
intermittently, he never worked continuously as a Daily 
Wager or staff as contended by the first party' and that he 
did not w'ork continuously for a period of 240 days in a 
calendar year so as to attract the provisions of Section 
2(oo) read with Section 25F of the ID Act. He submitted 
that even otherwise, the management paid retrenchment 
compensation amount to the first party' by w ay of abundant 
caution. He submitted that in view 1 of the admitted fact that 
the first party' has not complied with the directions of the 
Hon'ble High Court given in the above said writ petition 
calling upon him to approach the Employment Exchange 
Officer to get his name sponsored to the bank for the 
purpose of listing his name in the list of daily w’agers 
maintained for the said purpose reference on hand basing 
on the same set of fact is not maintainable. He submitted 
that except the affidavit filed by the first party' noting on 
record to suggest that he worked continuously for a period 
of 240 days in a particular calendar year and only because 
the management did not produce muster roll or attendance 
register which records are not maintained for coolies 
engaged on daily wages, it cannot be inferred that he proved 
his case otherwise. To support his contention learned 
counsel referred to the decision of our Lordship of Supreme 
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Court reported in 2003 LLR113 and a decision of Punjab 
and Haryana High Court reportedin 1997 LLR Page 54. 

9. After having gone through the records I find 
substance in the arguments advanced for the management. 
First of all as argued for the management the reference on 
hand deserves to be rejected for the simple reason that the 
first part)' did not comply with the directions of the High 
Court in the above said Writ Petition. The observations of 
the Hon'ble High Court in the said Writ Petition at para 3 
read as under: 

"In so far as the Second relief that it sought for in the 
writ petition is concerned, first and foremost petitioner 
has to get his name sponsored by Employment 
Exchange Officer, then only a cause of action would 
arise for the petitioner to approach this court for a 
direction to the first and second respondents to 
empanel him in the daily wage and also to regularize 
his services. In that view of the matter, the second . 
relief sought for by the Petitioner also cannot be 
granted by this court.” 

10. Therefore, in the light of the aforesaid directions, 
Ihe first party' was supposed to get his name sponsored 
through Employment Exchange office and it is then only a 
cause of action could have been arisen in his favour to 
approach the court for direction to the management bank 
to empanel him in the Daily wagers List and then to seek 
the relief of regularization of his services etc. As noted 
above, the first party has not get his name sponsored 
tlirough Employment Exchange for the above said purpose 
and straight away rised the dispute resulting into the 
present reference. It is to be noted that the above said wrk 
petition was filed by the first party' more less on the same 
grounds which he has urged before this tribunal by way of 
his Claim Statement. In the said writ petition he had asked 
the relief against the employment exchange officer to 
sponsor his name and against the bank officers to regularize 
his services. Therefore, on the very same set of facts, the 
above said writ petition having been filed and being 
disposed of by the Hon'ble High Court with certain specific 
directions, it was well argued for the management that he 
could not have raised the present dispute without the 
compliance of tfie directions made in the Writ Petition. Not 
only he failed to comply with the directions but very 
conveniently suppressed this fact of writ petition and its 
disposal in his claim statement filed before tribunal. It is in 
this view of the matter, learned counsel for the management, 
rightly contended that the first party' lias not come to the 
court with clean hands. Therefore, on this count itself 
reference is liable to be rejected. 

11. Now, coming to the merits of the case, the 
contention of the first party that he was appointed as a sub 
staff in the year 1987 and worked as such up till 15-2-1993 
continuously merits no consideration. First of all, there is 
undisputedly no order in his favour appointing him as a 
sub-staff, in fact, as admitted by him in his writ petition, his 
name was not even empanelled in the list of the Daily 
Wagers. Therefore, it is in this background one must 
appreciate the contention of the management that his 


services were being engaged by the bank as a Coolie on 
daily' wage basis as and when the work was available to 
him either against the leave vacancy or against the absence 
of the sub-staff going on leave. The contention of the 
first party that he worked continuously during the above 
said six years periods or for a period of 240 days 
continuously in a particular calendar year, again, is not 
supported by any evidence on record except the affidavit 
filed by him. Their Lordship of Supreme Court and Punjab 
and Haryana High Court in the aforesaid quoted decisions 
on behalf of the management have made the position of 
law r on this point very dear by laying down the preposition 
of Jaw that it is for the workman concerned to prove that he 
has in fact completed 240 days continuous service in the 
preceding 12 months period so as to get the relief asked 
for. His Lordship of Supreme Court in a recent decision 
reported in (2004) 107 FJR 264 SC ruled that "even if the 
muster roll was not produced by the management, the 
reference drawn by the Labour Court that the workman 
concerned might have worked for a period of more than 
240 days was not proper and correct”. His Lordship of 
Supreme Court in a case reported in 2002 LLR 339 went to 
the extent of holding that "Filing of an affidavit by the 
workman which is a statement in his own favour cannot be 
regarded as a sufficient evidence for any court or tribunal 
to come to the conclusion that tire workman in fact worked 
for a period of 240 days in a year”. In the instant case also 
as noted above, the first party' except filing his affidavit 
evidence produced no scrap of paper to suggest that he 
worked for 240 days continuously in a particular calendar 
year. The arguments for the first party that adverse 
inference should be drawn against the management for 
non-production of muster roll and attendnee register cannot 
be attached any credence in the light of the principle laid 
down by their Lordship of Supreme Court in the aforesaid 
decision of the year 2004 referred to supra and in the light 
of the contention for the management that such records 
are not maintained in case of Coolies engaged on daily 
wage basis. Moreover, assuming for a moment that the 
first party' worked for a period of240 days contiunously in 
a particular calendaryear and termination alleged against 
him amounts to etrenchmentas defined under Section 2(oo) 
of the ID Act. it cannot be said that it was a case of illegal 
termination there being compliance of Section 25F of the 
ID Act by the management in paying the first party 
retrenchment compensation amount of Rs. 7440 as admitted 
by the first party himself in his cross-examination. Therefore, 
in the light of the above, there cannot be any hesitation for 
this tribunal in coming to the conclusion that first party 
fails to establish before this court that the management 
was not justified in terminating his services and hence 
reference must fail. Hence the following Award: 

AWARD 

The reference stands dismissed. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 13th July, 2005) 

A.R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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^ WOT, SriRilfrF* 
New Delhi, the 24th My, 2006 

S.O. 3326. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court. Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Syndicate Bank and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-07-2006. 

[No. L-12011/220/2002-IR (B-H)] 

C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAUCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated: 6th July, 2006 
* 

PRESENT 


Shri A R. Sidthqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 15/03 


1 PARTY 

II PARTY 

The Secretary'. 

The Asstt. General Manager, 

Syndicate Bank 

Syndicate Bank, 

Employees Union. 

Zonal Office, IRC, 

Karnataka State 

Gandhinagar, 

Committee, 

State Office, 

Mundni Bhavan, 

No. 138.2nd Floor, 

2nd Main Road. 
Sheshadripuram. 
BANGALORE-20 

BANGALORE-22 


AWARD 

l. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 


vide order No. L-12011/220/2002-IR(B-II) dated 3 lstMarch, 
2003 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of Syndicate Bank is 
justified by dismissing Shri K. Padmanabha, 
Attender from sendees w.e.f. 22-9-1999 ? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled to V 

2. A charge sheet dated 24-10-1998 was issued to 
the first party workman in the following terms: 

“It is alleged against you that you were functioning 
asan AttenderatHospetBranchfrom21-5-1993 to 
31-7-1996 and that while functioning in your position 
as such: 

(a) You received the proceeds of loan of Rs. 25,000 
arranged to Smt. B. Shanthamma, reported to be 
your sister-in-law from which you caused 
Rs. 5000 credited towards the loan account of 
Smt. C. Durga, reported to be your wife. 

(b) You issued two cheques for Rs. 15,000 and 
Rs. 6,000 on your SB Account Nq* 112 at the 
branch which were dishonoured for want of 
funds. 

Following circumstances appear on record in respect 
of the above transactions : 

(i) I n the matter of loan of Rs. 25.000 sanctioned to 
Smt B. Shanthamma. 

That Smt. B. Shanthapima W/o Thayappa, Milk 
Vendor, 19th Ward, Ballery Road, Behind Patel High 
School, Hospet, opened her SB Account 30303 on 
16-2-1994 at the branch with an initial deposit of 
Rs. 50 with your introduction. The relevant SB 
account opening form and the specimen signature 
card are filled in by you. 

That Smt. B. Shanthamma applied for loan of 
Rs. 25,000 on 8-2-1996 for the purpose of saree 
business offering one Shri D. Mohd. Khalid, Chappal 
Shop, Door No. 11/36/36, near KMK Building, Bellary 
Road, Hospet, as co-obligant, stock in trade as 
security and PD account 15599 ofSmt. Shanthamma 
with balance of Rs. 6180 as collateral. The loan was 
sanctioned on 14-2-1996 and arranged on the same 
day vide OSL/RT/23/96. The proceeds w ere credited 
to SB Account 30303 ofSmt. B. Shanthamma. 

That you issued a withdrawal slip bearing No. 23 8714 
to Smt B. Shanthamma, filled it for Rs. 25,000 obtained 
her signature on the withdrawal slip and token 
No. 173 was issued by the concerned departmental 

clerk. 

That when the withdrawal slip was passed for 
payment you got prepared a credit voucher for 
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Rs. 5000 towards OSL/PSE/22/94 of Smt C. Durga, 
reported to be your wife and tendered the same at 
the cash counter along with token No. 173, requesting 
the cashier to pass the said credit voucher against 
the cash to be paid under withdrawal slip of Smt. 
Shanthamma for Rs. 25,000 which was done and the 
remianing cash paid to you. 

That you caused a payment of Rs. 900 on 15-3-1996 
to OSL 23/96 of Smt. B. Shanthamma reducing the 
balance outstanding to Rs. 24,000. Thereafter the PD 
account 15599 standing in the name of Smt. B. 
Shanthamma was closed on 28-8-1996 and the 
proceeds of Rs. 8,305 were transferred to her loan 
account OSL 23/96 and on 17-3-1998 Rs. 100 was 
transfrered to her loan account OSL 23/96 from her 
SB Account 30303. After these adjustments, the 
balance outstanding under OSL (RT) 23/96 of Smt. B. 
Shanthamma was Rs. 20,600 as at 17-3-1998 and the 
loan is irregular 

That Smt. B. Shanthamma has now complained to 
the Bank that she has not received the proceeds of 
the loan and you have utilized the proceeds of the 
loan by obtaining her signature on the blank 
withdrawal slip. 

The above circumstances like (a) Your introducing 
the SB account of Smt. Shanthamma; (b) Issuing to 
her the withdrawal slip for her SB account on the 
date of arranging the loan and filling it up for 
Rs. 25,000 and obtaining token No. 173; (c) causing 
adjustment of Rs. 5000 towards OSL 2/94 of Smt. C. 
Durga, your wife from the proceeds of the loan of 
Smt. B. Shanthamma; and (d) Yourself receiving the 
balance amount of the withdrawal slip of Smt. 
Shanthamma, go to indicate that your unautho- 
risedly received the proceeds of OSL 23/96 for 
Rs. 25.000 arranged on 14-2-1996 in the name of Smt 
B. Shanthamma and misapppropriated the amount 
for yourself. 

The above acts on your part constitute gross 
misconduct within the meaning of clause No. 19.5 of 
Bipartite Settlement. 

We therefore, charge you with gross misconduct 
within tlie meaning of clause No. 19.5 of Bipartite 
Settlement. 

We therefore charge you with gross misconduct of 
doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the bank vide 
clause No. 19.5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement. 

(ii) In the matter of returning Of cheques for 
Rs. 15.000 and Rs. 6.000 

That a charge sheet-cum-show cause notice 
No. CGS/BNG/95/35 dated 13-5-1995 was issued to 
you by the Disciplinary Authority for the alleged 


misconduct of issuing cheque Nos. 520117,330673, 
330672 for Rs. 872, Rs. 3400 and Rs. 3300 respectively, 
favouring third parties, which were returned unpaid 
for want of funds in your SB Account No. 112 at 
Hospet branch. The charge was held as proved during 
the departmental enquiry and the Disciplinary 
authority vide his proceedings No. PRS/BNG/AGM/ 
95/58 dated 18-7-1995 imposed a penalty of reduction 
of Basic Pay by one stage for six months on you. 

That despite the above, foUowing cheques favouring 
some third parties issued by you on your SB Account 
No. 112 at Hospet Branch, were dishonoured for want 
of funds: 


Sl.No. 

Cheque 

Date 

Amount 

Date of 


No. 


Rs. 

return 

1 . 

525647 

22-2-% 

15,000 

23-2-% 

2. 

528107 

28-6-96 

6,000 

29-6-96 


The cheque vide $1 No 2 above, was represented 
on 31-7-1996 and returned again on 31-7-1996 for 
want of funds. 


The above acts of issuing cheques without 
maintaining sufficient balance contravening the 
guidelines issued vide HO Or. No. 90/94/BC dated 
16-4-94 constitute gross misconduct on your part 
within the meaning of clause: 19.5(j) ofthe Bipartite 
Settlement 

We advise you to submit your written statement of 
defence, if any, within 15 days from the date of receipt 
of this chargesheet.” 

3. The first party submitted his reply to the charge 
sheet vide letter dated 12-12-98 denying the aforesaid first 
charge and with regard to the Second Charge he stated 
that the matter stands settled since he had made the 
payments separately to the payees of the aforesaid cheque. 
The management, however, did not find the above said 
reply satisfactory and ordered for Domestic Enquiry to be 
held against the first party. The first party participated in 
the enquiry proceedings with the assistance of DR by name 
Shri Abdul Jaleel, Secretary SBEU and the leame d enquiry 
officer after having conducted the enquiry submitted his 
findings holdiftg that first charge as leveled in the charge 
sheet has not been proved and whereas. Charge No. 2 
stands established. The Disciplinary Authority after having 
gone through the enquiry findings, however, differed with 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer Charge No. 1 and 
giving its own reasonings, recorded a finding vhat on the 
basis of the evidence available on record, Charge No. 1 
also is proved and accordingly it passed an order proposing 
the punishment of dismissal and the above said order along 
with the findings of the enquiry officer and as well as the 



7304 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 19,2006/SRAVANA 28,1928 


finding of the disciplinary authority were sent to the first 
party for his explanation in the matter giving him 
opportunity of personal hearing. Thereafter personal 
hearing was conducted and remarks were submitted on 
behalf of the first party' but the Disciplinary Authority not 
being satisfied vith those remarks ultimately confirmed 
the punishment of dismissal by passing the impugned 
punishment order. 

4. The first party'having raised the dispute resulting 
into the present reference, in his claim statement before 
this tribunal challenged the above said dismissal order and 
also the finding of the disciplinary authority holding him 
guilty of the Charge No. 1 as well as the enquiry 
proceedings conducted by the enquify officer. In his claim 
statement he supported the reasonings of the enquiry 
officer in holding him not guilty of the Charge No. 1 and 
assailed the finding of the Disciplinary Authority on the 
ground that the reasonings of the disciplinary authority' in 
holding him guilty of Charge No. 1 are not based on legal 
and sufficient evidence brought on record and that they 
are based on assumptions and conjectures. 

5. The management by its counter statement 
however, contended that despite the circulars issued by 
the management stating that the employees of the bank 
should not get themselves involved in the money 
transactions with its customer? shall not issue cheques 
to anybody without maintaining sufficient balance in their 
respective accounts to honour the cheques, the first party' 
got himself involved in money transaction and committed 
the misconduct as alleged in the said charge sheet. The 
management contended that as the reply given by the first 
party' to the charge sheet was mt found satisfactory, a 
Domestic Enquiry was ordered against him and after the 
enquiry' was conducted having given him fair and sufficient 
opportunity, the enquiry officer submitted his findings 
holding the first party' guilty of Charge No. 2 and exonerated 
him for Charge No. 1 as indicated in the charge sheet. The 
Disciplinary Authority after having re-examined the 
evidence brought on record however, came to the 
conclusion that Charge No. 1 also stands established 
against the first party based on the evidence brought on 
record and gave its own reasonings in disagreeing with 
the reasonings given by the enquiry officer and then 
proposed the punishment of dismissal and after having 
held the personal hearing in the matter confirmed the said 
dismissal order and thereafter the appeal preferred by the 
first party was also rejected. Therefore, the management 
contended that enquiry' proceedings were held in 
accordance with principles of natural justice and the finding 
given by the Disciplinary Authority in holding the first 
party workman guilty of misconduct for both the charges 
leveled in the charge sheet is perfectly legal and correct 
and that the punishment order is again justified under the 
facts and circumstances of the case. Therefore, requested 
this tribunal to dismiss the reference. 

t 


6. Keeping in view the respective contentions of the 
parties with regard to the validity, legality' or otherwise of 
the enquiry' proceedings, this tribunal on 2-9-2004 framed 
.the following Preliminary' Issue: 

'"Whether the Domestic enquiry' conducted against 

the first party by the Second Party is fair and 

proper V 

7. During the course of trial of the said issue, the 
management examined one witness as M\V 1 and got marked 
seven documents at Ex. Ml to M7 and the first party' on his 
part examined hirnselfas WW1 .After hearing the learned 
counsels for the respective parties, this tribunal by order 
dated 10th March. 2006 recorded a finding on the above 
said issue in fav our of the management holding that the 
enquiry' conducted against the first party was fair and 
proper. Thereafter learned counsels representing the parties 
were heard on merits and the case is posted for award. 

8. Learned counsel for the first party' vehemently 
supported the reasonings given by the enquiry officer in 
recording the finding that based on oral and documentary' 
evidence produced during the course of enquiry', above 
said Charge No. 1 as shown in charge sheet has not been 
proved and whereas Cha rge No. 2 was proved. He attacked 
the finding of the disciplinary' authority 7 on the ground that 
the reasonings given by the authority are not supported 
by evidence brought on record but they are based on 
assumptions and conjectures. As far as 2nd Charge is 
concerned learned counsel submitted that issuing of the 
cheques not maintaining sufficient amount in the account 
though was in violation of the circular issued by the 
management but it was not coming under the definition of 
misconduct much less a gross misconduct for w'hich the 
first party' has been hauled up with the charge under the 
purview of Clause 19.Sty) of the Bipartite Settlement. 

9. Whereas, learned counsel for the management 
w hile assailing the reasonings given by the enquiry'officer 
in giving clean chit to the first party' on the 1st charge 
leveled against him, took support of the reasonings given 
by the Disciplinary' Authority in holding the first party' 
guilty of the said charge. He. invited attention of this tribunal 
to the answer to question No. 9 given by the wife of the 
first party' in her statement before the enquiry' officer in this 
context apart from relying upon the otftgr oral and 
documentary' evidence brought on record. 

10. After having gone through the oral and 
documentary' evidence brought on record during the course 
of enquiry, the reasonings given by the enquiry' officer on 
pages 14 to 19 and also going through the finding of the 
Disciplinary' Authority, I find substance in the arguments 
advanced for the first party that the 1st charge leveled 
against him is not established by sufficient and legal 
evidence and the finding recorded by the enquiry officer 
to the effect that he is not guilty of the said charge is quite 
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valid and proper and at the same time the finding given by 
the Disciplinary Authority in differing from the finding 
given by the enquiry officer on the point is not supported 
by evidence on record but appears to be based on far 
fetched assumptions and conjectures. 

11. The facts as narrated in the charge sheet in sub 
Paras (i) to (v) under Para No. 1 are very much undisputed 
in this case and therefore, need not be once again repeated. 
The crucial sub Para (vi) holding the workman guilty of the 
charges of misconduct of the misappropriation of the 
amount in question relied upon the circumstances like— 

(a) The first party introduced SB account of 
Smt. Shanthamma; 

(b) He issued to her the withdrawal slip for her SB 
account on the date of arranging the loan and 
filling it up for Rs. 25,000 and obtaining token 
No. 173; 

(c) He caused adjustment of Rs. 5000 towards 
OSL 2/94 of Smt. C. Durga, his wife from the 
proceeds of the loan of Smt. B. Shanthamma; 

(d) Himself received the balance amount of the 
withdrawal slip of Smt. Shanthamma and 
thereby unauthorisedly received the proceeds 
ofRs. 25,000 sanctioned on 14-2-1996 in the 
name of Smt. B. Shanthamma misappropriated 
the amount to himself. 

12. Now therefore, as the facts narrated in the charge 
sheet stand and have remained undisputed on the part of 
the first party, a question arises as to whether the aforesaid 
circumstances taken into account by the management in 
holding the workman guilty of the misappropriation of the 
amount are themselves sufficient to prove the charge No. 1 
of misconduct levelled against the first party. A perusal of 
the reasonings given by the enquiry officer would reveal 
that he has discussed elaborately and threadbare the oral 
and documentary evidence produced before him in coming 
to the conclusion that the aforesaid circumstances are not 
sufficient enough so as to hold the workman guilty of the 
charges. He discussed the evidence of MW1 the 
investigation officer and observed that the documents 
collected and produced before him do not reveal the actual 
involvement of the first party in getting the loan sanctioned 
in the name of Smt. B. Shanthamma and retaining the amount 
with him. While referring to the statements of other 
management witnesses he observed that they do not 
indicate that the first party misused the loan amount 
sanctioned in the name of Smt. Shanthamma. He then referred 
to the statement of MW4, Shri Venkatesh Bhat, the then 
cashier who had paid amount in the hands of the first party 
and irightly came to the conclusion that his version that it 
is first party who himself filled up the withdrawal slip at 
MEX 14 was not acceptable in the light of his own 
admission that he did not see the first party writing the 


withdrawal slip. That apart, learned enquiry officer observed 
that it is not uncommon in the banking business that the 
customers are asking the officials to write down the credit 
slips/withdrawal slips etc. Observing further that in the 
instant case the first party was related to Smt. Shanthamma 
and in case the first party had written the withdrawal slip 
on her behalf to get the cash and assisted her in getting 
the cash, it cannot be construed that the cash received by 
the first party has been retained by him or that the 
withdrawal slip is fabricated one. He further noted that in 
the evidence of management witnesses it has been admitted 
that the withdrawal slip bears the signature of Smt. 
Shanthamma and there is no dispute regarding the 
genuiness of her signature. He then noted that this 
circumstance will disclose that Smt. S hanthamma must have 
come on that day to the branch and she must have 
requested the first party in getting the cash. Then he 
referred to the statement of Smt. C. Durga, wife of the first 
party examined during the course of enquiry as DW-1. 
wherein she has stated that Shanthamma had come to the 
branch on that day and had paid Rs. 5000 to the first party 
in settlement of her dues and accordingly that amount was 
credited to her loan account. It was rightly observed by 
the enquiry officer that the above said statement of DW-1 
has not been shaken or rebutted in the course of her cross 
examination by the management. The contention of the 
management that the first party had pressurized the then 
Branch Manager for sanctioning the loan in the name of 
Smt. Shanthamma again was turned down by the enquiry 
officer holding that there has been no evidence produced 
to suggest that the first party had recommended or 
pressurized the management to sanction the loan to her. 
While discussing the complaints said to have been made 
by said Smt. Shanthamma on 6-1-97 and 26-3-97 marked at 
Ex. MEX-23 & 24, the learned enquiry officer rightly 
observed that there is no substance in those complaints as 
the loan had been sanctioned by the bank on 14-2-1996 
and whereas, the complaints have been filed on 6-1-1997 and 
26-3-1997 long after the loan was sanctioned. He also noted 
an important fact that in the meantime the PD Account No. 
155/99 of Smt. Shanthamma had been closed op 28-8-1996 
and proceeds of Rs. 8,305 had been credited to her OSL 
Account 23/96 as evident from MEX-21 and 22. He rightly 
observed that if Smt. Shanthamma had not received the 
loan proceeds, she should not have consented for the 
adjustment of the proceeds of her PD account which were 
her own savings towards her loan account No. 23/96. He 
further rightly observed that her PD account was closed 
on 28-12-1996 exactly after six months of the sanction of 
the loan and her complaints are in the months of January 
and March 1997, which dearly would indicate that she had 
preferred the complaints only after the proceeds of her PD 
account had been adjusted to her OSL A/c 23/96. He rightly 
observed that if she had not received the loan proceeds 
she must have taken objection for the adjustment of PD 
and the fact that she even did not raise any objection or 
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referred to the PD adjustment even in both of her complaints 
must make it abundantly clear that the above said PD 
adjustment was to her knowledge and with her consent 
and that means to say that she had infact received the loan 
amount. After having referred to the evidence on record 
learned enquiry officer observed that “documents produced 
are all pertaining to the loan transactions and also the 
credit and dehit slips but no document is indicating for 
giving room for suspicion that Shri K. Padmanabha has 
retained the proceeds under OSL 23/96, except that, cash 
was received by him. The mere receipt of the cash from 
the cash cabin, one cannot say that it has not been handed 
over to the person concerned unless there is any complaint 
in this regard immediately thereafter. Hence, I find that 
MEX 21,22 and 14 are undisputed documents on both the 
sides and hence the same will go to establish that Sint. B. 
Shanthamma had received the money and also she allowed 
the premature reftindof her PD 155/99 and adjusted the 
proceeds towards her OSL Account 23/96. In addition to 
the above both the complaints preferred by her i.e. MEX- 
23 & 24 are silent about the said adjustment and any 
oh jection thereof. I have already dealt with this point above 
that if she had not received die proceeds or that adjustment 
-Vom the proceeds of her PD 155/99 was without her 
-knowledge, certainly she should have made a mention in 
he complaints. DW1 is the eye witness who has seen 
ri K. Padmanabha (first party) handing over the cash 
, *d in .turn Smt B. Shanthamma has paid Rs. 5000 to her 
towards her dues to DW4. When the evidence of DW1 
goes on record unrebutted, as the cross examination of 
DW1 do not give any room for doubting the veracity of the 
evidence of DW1.” Now therefore, in the light of the 
aforesaid reasonings given by the learned enquiry officer 
discussing the evidence on record at length and 
exhaustively the circumstances brought out in the charge 
sheet as incriminating circumstances holding the workman 
guilty of the charge in my opinion do not hold the field any 
more. 

13. Learned counsel for the management as noted 
above, had referred to the answer to questioif No. 9 given 
by the DW 1 in order to suggest that the amount in question 
was received by the first party and was retained by him. On 
going through the said answer I must say that it infact 
goes in favour of the first party'. Her answer is that “the 
amount has been received by Shri Padbanabhafrom the 
cashier and Padbanabha had handed over the cash to Smt 
Santhamma and Smt Santhamma had paid Rs. 5000/- to 
me”. Learned counsel wanted to just rely upon the first 
sentence in the answer to say that first party received the 
amount from cashier and very conveniently wanted to 
ignore the next two sentences w herein the witness in very 
clea r words stated that the amount in question was handed 
over to Smt. Shanthamma and it is Shanthamma who had 
paid Rs. 5000 to her which lias been the defence of the first 
party' throughout and has been very much substantiated 
in the evidence brought on record. 


14. Apart from the reasonings given by the learned 
enquiry officer the other two important circumstances 
canvassed on behalf of the first party before this tribunal 
in my opinion are also very significant and important in 
deciding upon the question as to whether the first party 
committed misconduct alleged against him. It was rightly 
argued for the first party that it was not a case of fraud 
being played by the first party upon the bank in obtaining 
the loan in question in the n ame of said Smt Shanthamma. 
The case of the management on the other hand is that it is 
on the application of Smt. Santhamma the loan in question 
was sanctioned and therefore, if at all the first party had 
misutilised the loan amount retaining the same with him 
then party aggrieved must be Smt. Santhamma and not the 
management bank. It is in this view of the matter Smt. 
Shanthamma was the best and competent witness to have 
appeared before the enquiry officer and to have deposed 
to the contents of the so-called complaints made by her 
with the management. Not only she was not examined by 
the management during the course of enquiry but also she 
was not examined even by the investigation officer during 
the so-called investigation done by him into the matter. 
MW1, Investigation Officer gives his own explanation by 
saying that when he visited the house of Smt. Shanthamma 
she was not available. When such a serious complaint was 
made and the management wanted to proceed on the basts 
of the said complaint, it was bounden duty of the 
Investigation Officer to look into it and to find out the truth 
in the matter before he could hold the workman guilty' of 
the charges. As argued for the first party; it was not a case 
of fraud being played by him on the bank and 
misapppropriated the amount belonging to the bank. 
Therefore, in the strict sense of the provisions of bipartite 
settlement, the first party could not have been charge 
sheeted for misappropriation of the funds belonging, to 
some customers and not belonging to the bank. Therefore, 
having scrutinized carefully and going through the evidence 
brought op record and the discussion indicated above. I 
am of the firm opinion tliat the finding given by the enquiry' 
officer in exonerating the first party' for the first charge of. 
misconduct was well founded and well reasoned. 

15. Now coming to the finding and reasoning given 
by the Disciplinary Authority, it was well argued for the 
first party that the reasonings are notat all based upon the 
oral and documentary evidence brought on record. I would 
like to bring on record the very finding of the Disciplinary 
Authority for the purpose of convenience to be compared 
with the reasonings given by the enquiry officer on the 
first charge levelled against the first party is as under :— 

"From the evidence of MW 1, MW2, MW3 and MW4 
adduced in the enquiry, as well as the documents 
identified by them, and also on going through the 
defence evidence adduced in respect of MW1 to 
MW4, it has been established beyond doubt that 
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Shri K. Padmanabba, the CSE introduced the SB 
account of Smt. B. Shanthamma, that he issued to 
her a withdrawal slip on the date of arranging the 
loani.e. on 14-2-1996, that he filled it up for Rs. 25,000 
from the cashier, out ofwhich he caused an a^ustment 
of Rs. 5000 towards OSL 22/94 of Smt C. Duiga,his 
wife. 

Though the CSE pleads that SmLB. Shanthamma his 
sister-in-law filed complaint against him on account 
of certain family dispute, I observe that this defence 
of the CSE has not been established in the enquiry 
by examining any witnesses or introducing any 
documentary evidence. Of course, the CSE examined 
Smt. Durga, his wife, who said that the relationship 
between both the sisters is not cordial. With regard 
to the evidence of Smt Durga, I wish to place on 
record that much weightage cannot be attached to 
her evidence for she is the wife of the CSE, the credit 
of Rs. 5,000 given to hear account is also in dispute 
before the enquiry and also for the reason that while 
availing the said OSL, she has not furnished the name 
of her husband. OSL/22/94 was availed by her by 
suppressing the fact that she is the wife of CSE. 
During the enquiry, Smt. C. Durga, wife of the CSE 
stated that she had also visited the branch along 
with her sister on the date of releasing the loan and 
received Rs. 25,00£ from the Bank, that her sister 
gave Rs. 5000 to her towards the amount which she 
had borrowed from her. She further deposed that she 
handed over Rs. 5000 to her husband for remitting to 
her loan account. Smt. Durga, being an interested 
witness in the above transaction, her evidence that 
her sister had borrowed Rs. 5000 from her cannot be 
relied on in the absence of any Supporting evidence/ 
documentary evidence. The onus of proof to 
establish that her sister (Smt. Shanthamma) had 
borrowed Rs. 5000 from her (Smt. Durga) which was 
returned on 14-2-1996, lies on the CSE. Therefore, 
the defence side has not established their contention, 
before the enquiry Coming to the evidence of MWs, 
it has been amply established that the CSE is the 
person who took initiative in the above transactions 
from one counter to other and finally he himself 
collected the cash from the cashier. The defence 
failed to establish that Smt. B. Shanthamma was 
present on that day and received the cash from the 
cashier. I also observe that the defence side has not 
rebutted the evidence of MW1 regarding Rs. 25,000 
collected by the CSE and gave Rs. 5000 to the cashier 
for the credit of OSL 22/94. The defence failed to 
establish that the customer's complaint arose only 
on account of enmity. Therefore, in my opinion, there 
is sufficient evidence to prove the misconduct on 
the part of the CSE As stated by the customer in her 
complaint that the CSE would repay the loap, the 
CSE himself repaid the first instalment of the loan 


i.e. Rs. 900 to the loan account of the customer on 
15-3-1996. 

I also foil to understand as to why the CSE did not 
appear himself as a witness in the enquiry forum. 
The CSE's reluctance to get himself examined throws 
shadow of guilt upon him. 

The complaints of the customer were filed in the 
enquiry which were not disputed by the defence. 
Regarding the complaint, the investigation officer 
stated in the enquiry that he made an attempt tomeet 
Smt. Shanthamma to ascertain the details. However, 
she was not available during his visit to her house. 
He learnt that Smt Shantamma left Hospet for BeUary 
a few months earlier and her new address at Bellary 
was not available. As there is a written complaint 
from the customer for having not received the loan 
proceeds from the CSE and CSE also failed to 
establish that he handed over the money to the 
customer and since CSE received the loan proceeds 
from the cashier, I have to believe the genuineness 
of the written complaints against the CSE. 

Having gone through all the evidences made 
available in the enquiry, I am convinced to say that 
the CSE obtained the borrower's signature on a blank 
withdrawal form and asked her to go home promising 
that he would hand over the loan amount to her in 
the afternoon, which he had not done so. I am also 
convinced that while the management could 
sufficiently establish the case, the defence side could 
not establish their stand. In the instant case, and in 
departmental enquiries, the standard of proof 
required is that of preponderance of probability and 
it is not necessary that guilt should be established 
beyond doubt. This‘preponderance of probability 
weights heavily against the CSE. Therefore, I find 
that Shri K. Padmanabha misappropriated loan 
proceeds of Smt. B. Shanthamma as reported under 
Charge No. 1 in the charge sheet.” 

16. Therefore, as argued for the first party, from the 
reading of the above said findings rather the reasonings 
given by the disciplinary authority it can be very well found 
that the disciplinary authority has acted upon the very 
undisputed facts and circumstances which can be said to 
be the legal and sufficient evidence so as to hold the 
workman guilty of the charges. The reasonings of the 
Disciplinary Authority in fact have been answered and 
nullified by the very reasonings given by the enquiry 
officer. Moreover, as per the reasonings it can be seen that 
the disciplinary authority has proceeded on the assumption 
that it was for the first party to have substantiated the 
defence takenby him and that the management could simply 
rely upon certain undisputed foots without producing any 
legal and sufficient evidence Therefore, in my opinion the 
finding given by thedisciplinary authority is not supported 
by valid and cogent reasonings much less supported by 
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legal and sumcient evidence brought on record daring the 
course of enquiry and therefore, its finding holding the 
workman guilty of the first charge is liable to be quashed. 

17. However, keeping in view the undisputed fact 
that the first pary has taken a very active part throughout 
in the transaction in question, he has certainly violated the 
circular instructions issued by the management that 
employees of the bank shall not take active part in the 
money transactions with its customers and thereby 
committed the misconduct in disobeying the instructions 
in that regard. 

18. Now, coming to the Second charge it is again 
not disputed by the first party that he had issued the 
aforesaid two cheques for a sum of Rs. 15,000 and 6000 
dated 22-2-96 and 28-6-1996 and they had been returned 
dishonoured on 23-2-96 and 29-6-96. This he has again 
done in violation of the circular instructions issued by the 
management. His explanation that he had settled the dues 
under the above said two cheques with the parties 
concerned subsequently will not be a circumstance coming 
to his rescue. It is to be read from the charge sheet that 
even earlier to this also he had issued three cheques for a 
sum of Rs. 872, Rs. 3400 andRs. 3300 favouring 3rd parties 
which were also returned unpaid for want of funds in his 
SB Account. It is also brought out in the charge sheet that 
for the above said act of the first party charge sheet was 
issued, departmental enquiry was held and the disciplinary 
authority vide its proceeding dated 18-7-95 imposed upon 
him a penalty of reduction ofbasic pay at one stage for six 
months. Therefore, what appears is that the first party who 
has been working with the bank as an attender has been in 
the habit of issuing the cheques for huge sums not 
maintaining sufficient balance in his SB Account. It is not 
in dispute that circulars have also been issued by the 
management bank that violation of circular instructions in 
this regard would amount to serious misconduct attracting 
the disciplinary actions. Therefore, the finding given by 
the enquiry officer as well as the disciplinary authority 
holding him guilty of the Second Charge is to be upheld. 
Now, therefore, in the light of the above, it appears to me 
that ends of justice will be met if the first party is ordered 
to be reinstated in service and he shall be denied back 
wages from the date of impugned punishment order till the 
date of his reinstatement as a punishment for the 
misconduct he committed in violating the circular 
instructions referred to supra with continuity of service and 
other consequential benefits. Hence the following award: 

AWARD 

The management is directed to reinstate the first 
party in service without back wages from the date of 
impugned punishment order till the date of his reinstatement 
with continuity of service and other consequential benefits. 

No costs. 

(Dictated to PA, transcribed by her, corrected and 
signed by me, on 6th July 2006) 

AR. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. 3327. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 2/100 
of 2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank 
of Maharashtra and their workmen, wMch was received by 
the Central Government on 21-7-2006. 

[No. L-12011/65/1996-IR (B-II)] 
C GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
NO. II, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

A.A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference: CGIT-2/100 of 2000 

Employers in relation to the Management of Bank of 
Maharashtra 

L Bank of Maharashtra, 

“LokmangaT, 1501, Shivaji Nagar, 
Pune-411005. 

1(11). The Maharashtra Executors and 
Tmstee Co. Ltd., 

(a wholly owned subsidiary company of Bank 
of Maharashtra, having its registered office at 
‘'LokmangaT, 1501, Shivaji Nagar), 

Pune 411005. 

AND 

Their Workmen 

Bank of Maharashtra Karmachari Sena, a Trade Union 
registered under the provisions of the Trade Unions 
Act, Yashoda Niwas, Ranade Road, Dadar, 
Mumbai-400008. 
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APPEARANCE: 


For the Employer 

: (l)ShriR. G. Londhe, 
Advocate 


(1A) Shri M. B. Anchan, 
Advocate 

For the Workmen 

: Mr. Jayaprakash Sawant, 
Advocate. 


Date of reserving Award: 18th May, 2006. 

Date of passing of Award: 1st June, 2006. 

AWARD 

PARTI 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings are as under: 

2. The Under Secretary to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour, (Bharat Sarkar), New Delhi, sent this 
reference in exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to this Tribunal referring the 
dispute regarding the employees involved in the reference 
more precisely who are the employees of Executor and 
Trustees Company (subsidiary of Bank of Maharashtra) 
can be treated as employees of the Banking Company and 
whether employees of “C “and “D” Group as per 5th and 
6thBipartite Settlement, which took place inBanking Sector 
are as per it are entitled to get it. The Schedule of the 
reference is as follows: 

“1. Whether the Maharashtra Executor and Trustees 

Company (Subsidiary of Bank of Maharashtra) can 

be treated as a (Banking Company) ? 

2. If so, whether the action of the management of 
Maharashtra Executor and Trustees Co. in reducing the 
scale of pay for Group “C” and “D” employees, against the 
5th and 6th Bipartite Settlement for Banking Sector and 
their denial to treat them at par with the employees ofBank 
of Maharashtra is legal and justified ? If not, what relief the 
workman are entitled to ?” 

3. To support that 2nd Party filed Statement of Claim 
stating that it is the Trade Union which is registered under 
the provisions of the Trade Unions Act, 1926 and having 
its registered office at the address given in the statement 
ofdaim. 

4. 1st Party (I) is the Bank having its registered office 
at building called “Lokmangal”, 1501, Shivaji Nagar, 
Pune-411005 whereas 1st party No. 1(11) isa Maharashtra 
Executors and Trustees Company Limited having same 
address i.e. of 1st Party (I). 

5. Since 1st Party (I) is a Nationalised Bank and 1st 
Party (II) is a Banking Company within the meaning of 
Section 5(c), read with Section 5(b) of the Banking 


Regulation Act, 1949, is establishedin 1946 and hereinafter 
called as “Trustee Company”. The entire share capital of 
the 1st party (2) is owned by the 1st Party (I) i.e. Bank of 
Maharashtra, which is Government undertaking. According 
to 2nd Party, 1st Party (I) is the Government of India 
undertaking having entire control over the activities of the 
1st party (II) as it is the subsidiary of it. 

6. As per the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 IstParty 
is engaged in various other businesses like undertaking 
and Executing trusts, and undertaking administration of 
estates as executor and Trustee of it or otherwise and for 
the said purpose 1st Party (I) formed 1 st Party (II) to look 
after the activities as its subsidiary company 
independently. According to the 2nd Party, 1st party (I) 
has 1028 Branches through out India and have engaged 
15,000 to 18,000 employees and at Head Office 750persons, 
working at Pune. Against said total strength of employees 
working with 1st Party (I) 26 at present are working with 
the 1st party (II) in the same Head Office located at the 
Head Office of the 1st Party (I) which has been shifted now 
to show that, they are having different status, entity and 
are not related with 1st Party (I) each others. 1st Party (I) 
started showing discrimination while giving benefits to 
the employees working under it. Initially scale and benefits 
of allowances were on equal footing given to the employees 
of both i.e. of the 1st Party. However, later on 1st Party (I) 
started showing discrimination and avoided to give benefits 
which are given to its employees. So, Union pointed out 
that fact and served notices upon the 1st Party. Since, 1st 
Party (I) was of the view to show its different status from 
1ft Party (2), though actually it is a subsidiary Company of 
it, did not agree with the demand of the employees of 1st 
Party (2). Even number of citations were proposed but were 
not considered. 1st party (I) has also Executory and 
Trustees Department, said Department carries out the work 
identical to that of the 1st Party (II) and not only that, all 
the accounts of the said Department e.g. Ledger, Cash Book 
qto. are handled by the said Trustee- Company itself. 
According to 2nd Party, the client who is dealing with the 
Bank has a choice either to entrust his business to the 
Department of the Bank or to the Trustee Company like 1st 
Party (2). It is expressly mentioned in the letter dated 6th 
June, 1980. It is stated therein that, client should be given 
the option to decide whether their business is to be handled 
by the Bank 1st Party (I) or the 1st Party (II). According to 
2nd Party, the work of Trustee Company run by lstParty(U) 
is similar and identical in all respects In fact 1st party (I) 
has always considered the 1st part} (II)’as one of its 
Departments and it revealed from the Circular dated 2nd 
June, 1986 filed with Annexure “G” in the proceedings. 
Even Annexure “H” is also supports that story. Even 
advertisements about the Executor and Trustee Company 
business are placed on Boards by 1 st Part}' (I) reveals that, 
it is the part of the 1 st Party (I) and the employees working 
under it should get benefits as given to the employees of 
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the 1st party. However, the stand taken by the 1st Party (I) 
suddenly unilateral decision in regard to draft circular dated 
6th August, 1991, which affected the benefits of the 
employees of the 1st Party (II). The scales of the employees 
of the 1st Party (II) are not only lower but increments are 
also given in the lower scale which is not just and proper. 
So said dispute was first made before the Assistant labour 
Commissioner who did not consider it and sent failure report 
holding that Central Government is not appropriate 
Government of 1st pbrty (II) but State Government. While 
deciding Writ Petition No. 4229 of 1998 Hon’ble High Court 
directed this Tribunal to decide first which is the appropriate 
Government and if Central Government, decide the Charter 
of Demand submitted by the 2nd Party in connection with 
the service conditions of the members of it as to the 
employees of 1st party (I). So it is submitted that, employees 
who are the members of the 2nd Party are the employees of 
1st Party (II) which is subsidiary company of 1st Party (I) 
and Central Government is the appropriate Government of 
it as that the 1st Party and benefits be extended to the 
members of it. 

7. This prayer is disputed by 1st Party (I) by filing 
Written Statement at Exhibit 13 stating that, it is not related 
with the 1st party (II). 1st party (II) is a Trustee Company 
registered under the Trust Act and not concerned with the 
1st Party (I) since both are having different entity and are 
not related by any means. So, on that count, demand made 
by the 2nd Party is not tenable and worth to be rejected. 

8. Same defence is taken by First Party (II) by filing 
written statement at Exhibit 15 stating that, prayer prayed 
by the 2nd Party cannot be granted since Tribunal has to 
decide first about its jurisdiction and who is the appropriate 
Government. Unless and until it is decided this Tribunal 
cannot entertain the demand of the 2nd Party. It is also 
stated that 2nd Party which will be called hereinafter as 
“METCCT is independent than 1st party (I). Both are 
different entity and as such their relations cannot be 
brought together as one entity to enable the 2nd Party to 
press their demands. 

9. In view of these rival pleadings, my Ld. 
Predecessor framed issues at Exhibit 21 and out of which 
Issue No. 1A, "whether the Central Government is the 
appropriate Government within the meaning of Section 2(A) 
of the Industrial disputes Act, in respect of Maharashtra 
Executor and Trustees Company”, is ordered to be decided 
first which 1 answer as follows ; 

ISSUE Finding 

1(A) Whether the Central Government YES. 
is the appropriate Government 
within the meaning of Section 2(A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, in 
respect of Maharashtra Executor 
and Trustees Company ? 


REASONS: 

ISSUE NO. 1(A): 

10. The case of the 2nd Party is that they are 
employees like employees of Bank of Maharashtra. Bank 
of Maharashtra is a registered Bank, under the control of 
Central Government, Government of India. The status, the 
salary and nature of work initially were of the same type as 
that of the workers involved in the reference like the workers 
of Bank of Maharashtra. 

11. Later on looking to the workload, the 1 st Party (II) 
considered itself as independent party and separated 
from 1st Party (I). 1st Party (II) formed its office, its body 
and started functioning independently. However, the 
source of establishment of 1st Party (II), is the First Party 
(I), its work, its capital and its goodwill. Without goodwill, 
capital, assets of the 1st Party (I), 1st Party (II) cannot 
come into picture and project its existence as shown by 1st 
Party (II). Whereas case of the 1 st Party (II) is that, it is the 
charitable Trust, registered under the Bombay Public Trusts 
Act and has nothing to do with First Party (I) and both are 
having different identity, entity business as well as nature 
of work. Both are not concerned with each other by any 
means and as such employees of it cannot be treated as 
employees of the Central Government like employees of 
1st Party (I) and as such this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
as Central Government is not an appropriate Government 
of 1st Party’(II). 

12. To prove that 2nd Party examined Mulye at 
Exhibit 52 who has elaborated the functioning of the 1st 
party (I) and Jst Party (II). He tried to show that, they are 
related to each other and how they cannot be separated 
from each other. He tried to project that, 1st party (I) has 
status of the 1st Party (2) and without 1st party (I) 1st 
Party' (II) cannot come in existence or cannot project in the 
field, it is the 1 st party (I) who is the pioneer of the business 
of the 1st party (II) and without 1 st Party (I) First Party (II) 
does not have any status. However, in the cross this 
witness states that, since 1981 he is working with 1st 
party (II). There are 4 branches of the 1st Party (II) and 25 
workers are working there. Then 2nd Party filed closing 
purshis at Exhibit 55. Against that, no evidence is led by 
1st Party (I) and the 1st Party (II) also. 

13. To establish that they are not^related with each 
others, as stoiv made out by the 1st Party, they did not 
have any evidence and filed closing purshis at Exhibits 57 
and 58 whereas 2nd Party filed written synopsis of 
arguments at Exhibit 62 whereas 1st Party (II) filed written 
submissions at Exhibit 64. 

14. In the flow of written submissions, and in the 
arguments number of documents are referred by both which 
are filed with Exhibit 10. If we peruse those we find Exhibit 
29, the appointment letter to the post of Clerk of one 
Patwardhan which gives address of 1st Party (II) of Pune 
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i.e. “LOKMANGAL”, 1501, Shivajinagar, Pune 5 which is 
admittedly the address of the 1st Party (I). Exhibit 34 also 
reveals that, 1st Party (II) was showing address of 1st Party 

(I) , Exibit 3 7 bears address of 1 st Party (I) and same can be 
noted from Exhibit 38. Exibit 42 reveals that, permission 
was given to 1st party (II) for its expenditure by the Dy. 
General Manager Bombay Metropolitan Zone, 45/46, 
Bombay SamacharMarg, Fort, Bombay 400 025, which is 
also controlling authority of 1st Party (I). Exhibit 43 also 
reveals that like that Exibit 45 bears address of 1st Party (I) 
in connection with existence of 1st Party (II). Letter dated 
24th December, 1991 filed at Exhibit 48 reveals that the 
Secretary of the Departments of Banking, Ministry of 
Finance, New Delhi, was addressed by the President, Bank 
of Maharashtra Karamchari Sena mentioning that, members 
of the Union of the 1st Party (II) i.e. Trustee Company are 
the employees of the 1st Party (I) i.e. Bank of Maharashtra 
who are the members of the Bank of Maharashtra 
Karamchari Sena Whereas document filed by 1st party (II) 
at Exibit 16 are the Xerox copies regarding registration of it. 
Except that no other evidence is led by the 1st Party (II) to 
support its contentions that it is a trust and Maharashtra 
Government is their appropriate Government. 

15. So this evidence referred above, as relied by the 
Second Party, if considered, we find, there is link which 
establish link between 1st Party (I) and 1st Party (II). It is 
not disputed that, 1st Party (I) was not at all poineer seed 
of the 1st Party (II). In fact with the capital of the 1st 
Party (I) and with the help of it, and with the help of 
establishment of it, the 1st Party (II) came into existence 
and started building its role. Whereas the case of the 1st 
Party (I) is that, the Trustee business is run in the Bank by 
the Bank itself. However, to give good service to the 
customers of such a Trustee Company 1st Party (II) is 
formed separately so that, it can concentrate on the interest 
of members who want to take benefit of services of 1st 
Party (II). As far as this logic placed by the 1st Party (I) 
regarding role of 1st Party (II) is concern^, we find no 
such case is made out either by the 1st Party (I) or 1 st Party 

(II) . On the contrary, 1st Party (I) is entirely silent in the 
proceedings. It is neither denying nor admitting its relations 
with the 1st Party (II). It also gives same support to the 
case of the Second party. The story tried to put by the 1st 
Party (II) is that, it is an independent Body and it is 
registered with State Government of Maharashtra and so 
State of Maharashtra is the appropriate Government. But . 
in my considered view, it has no meaning. In fact evidence 
of that type i.e. it is registered with the State Government 
of Maharashtra and so it is not controlled by under Central 
Government as tried to be presumed by the 1 st Party (II) is 
not proved at all. In fact 1 st Party (II) has taken name o f 1st 
Party (I). In fact 1st Party (II) has utilized the goodwill of 
1st Party (I), even record and proceedings reveal that, the 
same party, 1st Party (II) was functioning with the help of 
1st party (I) and from the office of the 1 st Party (1). It was 


using its place, capital, staff and machinery at the initial 
level. Then separate status is given to 1st Party (II) to 
function it effectively. 

16. So, if, we consider all that, coupled with the case 
made out by both I could conclude that. Central Government 
is the appropriate Government of 1st Party (II), and as such, 
this Tribunal has jurisdiction. Since Central government 
being an appropriate Government within the meaning of 
Section 2(A) of the Industrial Dispute Act of 1st Party (2-1) 
answer this issue to that effect and pass the following 
order: 

ORDER 

(a) Central Government is an appropriate 
Government of 1 st Party (II), 

(b) Parties to note it and appear in the proceedings 
for dealing with the remaining issues on 24th , 
July, 2006. 

Mumbai, 

1st June, 2006 A. A LAD, Presiding Officer 

^ 24 2006 
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New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. 3328.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 46/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribuna 1-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Canara Bank, and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
21-07-2006. , ’ 

[No. L-12012/59/2001-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, UnderSecv. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated: 14th July 2006 
PRESENT 

SHRIA R. SIDD1QUI, Presiding Officer 
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C.R. No. 46/2001 


1 PARTY 

Shri B. Kashinath, 

No. 21, Madhavanagar, 
Industrial Area, 
NaubadP.O., 

Bidar District, 
Karnataka State. 


n PARTY 

The Deputy General Manager, 
Canara Bank, Circle Office, 

J. C. Road, Opp. Town Hall, 
Bangalore-560 001 


kt Party 


;nd Party 


APPEARANCES 

Sliri K V Sathyanarayana, 
Advocate. 

: ShriTRKPrasad, 
Advocate. 


AWARD 


1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2 A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide Order No. L-12012/59/2001-IR (B-II) dated 10th July 
2001 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Canara 
Bank is justified in imposing the punishment of 
dismissal from service on Shri Kashinath ? If not, 
what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. A charge sheet dated 18-10-1996 was given to the 
first party in the following terms: 

“Whereas there are prima facie grounds for believing 
thf■ you have committed gross misconduct, the 
particulars whereof are given below, this charge 
she$4 has been drawn up against you and you are 
required to submit to me within fifteen days of receipt 
of this charge sheet a statement in writing setting 
forth your defence, if any, and showing cause as to 
why suitable action should not be taken against you. 

Charge-1 

"You have been working as a Clerk at our Hallikhed 
B‘ Branch since 2nd November 1992. Shri Mohd. 
Ismail has stated in his complaint submitted to the 
branch that the amount of Rs. 400 remitted by him to 
his loan account No. DIR/FT/9/94 on 31-5-1995 has 
not been credited to his account. On verification of 
the records it w'as found that you were the cashier 
on 31-5-1995 and the amount said to have been 
credited by the party does not find place in the shroff 
book. The counterfoil handed over to the party' bears 
your signature. 

Smt. Sharadabai has submitted a complaint alleging 
that the amount of Rs. 5000 remitted by her on 
8-2-1996 towards her VSL/G/145/94 has not been 


accounted for in the books of accounts of the bank. 
The counterfoil produced by the party having 
credited the amount to the above loan account bears 
your signature. Party has also confirmed in her 
complaint that you had remitted Rs. 5209 to her loan 
account on 11-5-1996, which is a day prior to the 
date of complaint. 

Shri Abdul Nabi Sab who had borrowed a loan of 
Rs. 6500 from Hallikhed branch under loan account 
No. D1R/RT17/92 has in his statement dated 19-3-1996 
stated that the amount of Rs. 2500 remitted by him 
towards the above loan account on 23-5-1994 has 
not been found credited to his account. You have in 
your statement dated 19-3-1996 confirmed having 
received the amount from Shri Abdul Nabi Sab and 
also having affixed cash received stamp on the 
counterfoil made available to the party. You have 
also assured to repay the amount to the party’s 
account. 

Smt. Padmini in her complaint dated 29-5-1996 has 
stated that the amount of Rs. 172 remitted by her on 
27-1-1996 to her loan account No. AI/IRDP (D) 10/96 
does not find place in the books of account of the 
branch. The challan pertaining to the credit of the 
said amount was found in the table drawer of the 
cash cabin with remarks “too late cash”. However, 
no entry is found in t he late cash register on 27-1-1996 
and it was not accounted for by you on the said 
date. You were the cashier on 27-1-1996 and the 
credit challan bears your signature. In your statement 
dated 10-5-1996 you had assured to re-credit the 
amount. 

Shri Abdul Sab holder of SB Account No. 1189 had 
produced a counterfoil dated 7-2-1996 for Rs. 2000, 
which bears your signature. On verification of the 
books of account of the branch, it was found that 
the said amount has not been accounted for by you 
for the SB Account No. 1189. After the said incident, 
party had withdrawn entire amount from his SB 
account leaving a party balance of Rs. 237.10. 

By your above actions you have caused wilful damage 
to the property of the Bank/customers of the branch 
and thus committed gross misconduct within the 
meaning of Chapter XI Regulation 3 Clause (j) of 
Canara Bank Service Code. 

Your action being prejudicial to the interest of the 
Bank, you have also committed Gross Misconduct 
within the meaning of Chapter XI Regulation 3 Clause 
(m) of Canara Bank: Service Code. 

Charge II 

Shri V S. ftaikwad ( 24270), Clerk, who was entrusted 
with supervisory duties in the place of an 
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Accountant, has stated that he had found 3 blank 
withdrawal order forms pertaining to SB 824,660,3605 
in the SB control register and the said withdrawal 
order forms were already signed by die account 
holders on the both sides. It was found that the 
account numbers on the said SB withdrawal order 
forms are in your handwriting. 

In your statement dated 10-5-1996, you have stated 
in the event of any complaint dam the parties you 
would take responsibility for the same. 

From the above, it is clear that you have obtained 
the signatures of the parties on a blank withdrawal 
order forms with an ulterior motive. 

By your above action you had attempted to cause 
damage to the property of the customers or the bank 
and thus committed gross misconduct within the 
meaning of Chapter XI Regulation 3 clause (j) of 
CanaraBank Service Code. 

Your action being prejudicial to the interest of the 
bank, you have also committed gross misconduct 
within the meaning of Chapter XI Regulation 3 Clause 
(m) of CanaraBank Service Code.” 

Sd/- Deputy General Manager. 

3. An amended chargesheet dated 25-2-1997 was 
issued him as under:— 

“Whereas, departmental proceedings have been 
initiated against the subject employee by issuing 
the above refered charge sheet. 

And whereas, in respect of charge 1 page 2 Para 4 of 
the chargesheet, the name of SBaccount 1189 Holder 
is mentioned as Abdul Sab instead of Ahamed Sab 
and in respect of Charge II Para 1, one of the SB 
account number has been mentioned as 660 instead 
of7660. 

Now, therefore, in respect of Charge 1 page 2 para 4 
of the chargesheet the name of SB account holder 
1189 shall be read as Ahamed Sab and in respect of 
Charge II para 1, the SB account 660 shall be read as 

7660. 

The charge sheet stands amended to the above 
extend. All other status of facts/allegations remain 
unaltered and enquiry shall be proceeded with 
further”. 

Sd/- Deputy General Manager. 

4.. As the reply given by the first party was not found 
satisfactory by the management, Domestic Enquiry was 
ordered against him and on the basis of the findings of the 
enquiry officer holding him guilty of the first charge, he 
was imposed with the punishment of dismisal and his 
appeal against the dismissal order came to be rejected. He 


raised the dispute with the conciliation officer concerned 
which resulted into the present reference. 

5. The first party workman in his claim statement, 
while, challenging the order of dismissal passed against 
him’as unjust and illegal, challenged the enquiry finding s 
as perverse and the enquiry proceeding as conducted in 
violation of the principles of natural justice (pleadings on 
Domestic Enquiry omitted, as separate finding has been 
given onthis issue). At Paras 9 & 10 of the Claim Statement, 
the first party with regard to the findings of the enquiry 
officer contended that the Enquiry Officer has erred in 
accepting the statements of the management witnesses 
without considering the material on record and adopted 
double standards in bringing the statements of the 
management witnesses and discarding the defence 
evidence; that the enquiry findings submitted by the 
enquiry officer holding the first party guilty of charge 
No. 1 are perverse and the disciplinary authority without 
the application of mind to the evidence on record accepted 
the perverse findings and ultimately imposed the 
punishment of dismissal against the first party which 
punishment again is disproportionate to the gravity of the 
alleged charges resulting into great hardship to the first 
party and his family members. 

6 . The management by its counter statement 
however, maintained and asserted that the enquiry 
proceedings conducted against the first party were in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice; findings 
of the enquiry officer were based on sufficient and legal 
evidence supported by cogent and valid reasonings and 
that the action of the management in dismissing !um from 
service was just and legal and punishment of dismissal is 
quite proportionate to the gravity of the misconduct 
committed by him. 

7. Keeping in view the respective contentions of 
the parties with regard to the validity, fairness or otherwise 
of the enquiry proceedings, a question as to whether the 
enquiry conducted against the first party by the second 
party is fair was taken as a Preliminary Issueand parties 
were called upon to lead fresh evidence. The management 
on the point examined MW1, the Presenting Officer 
appointed during the course of enquiry and in his further 
examination chief got marked 18 documents as per Ex. Ml 
to Ml8 including the enquiry proceedings, the enquiry 
findings, order of dismissal and orders on appeal preferred 
by the first party. The first party on his behalf examined 
himself as WW1 without getting marked any document. 

8 . After hearing the learned counsels for the 
respective parties, this tribunal by order dated 19-10-2005 
recorded a finding on the above said issue in favour of the 
management holding that the Domestic Enquiry conducted 
against the first party by the management was fair and 
proper. Thereupon, I have heard the counsels for the 
respective parties on merits of the case and posted it for 
award. 
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9. Learned counsel for the management Shri TRK 
Prasad argued that in the light of the finding recorded by 
this tribunal holding the Domestic Enquiry to be fair and 
proper, the only question to.be considered would be 
whether the findings suffered from perversity and whether 
the punishment was disproportionate. He submitted that 
there were two charges of misconduct leveled against the 
first party. The first charge consisting of five independent 
instances (issues) and the Second Charge involved a single 
instance. He submitted that the enquiry officer has given 
his findings holding the first party workman guilty of the 
first charge and whereas, the findings on Second Charge is 
in favour of the first party. He submitted that sufficient and 
legal evidence have been brought on record during the 
course of enquiry with regard to the aforesaid five instances 
involved in the first charge in the oral and documentary 
evidence produced by the management most importantly, 
the counterfoils issued by the first party in issuing to the 5 
different customers named in the charge sheet showing 
the payment of certain amount to the first party by the 
customers but not taking the said amount credited into the 
accounts of the bank. The fact that he issued those 
counterfoils in favour of the said customers was hot 
disputed and cannot be disputed by the first party as he 
worked as a Cash Cleric during the aforesaid period and on 
the aforesaid relevant dates. He submitted that the five 
customers named in the charge sheet could not be examined 
on behalf of the management despite the serious and 
sincere efforts made by the management officers as well as 
the Presenting Officer himself and therefore, non¬ 
examination of those customers on whose complaints 
investigation was done and charge sheet was issued, - 
cannot be a circumstance to say that charges against the 
first party has not been proved. He submitted that 
voluminous documentary evidence namely records 
maintained by the bank have been produced during the 
course of enquiry and competent witnesses namely MW 1, 
5 and 8 were examined to depose to the fact that the amount 
under the aforesaid counterfoils has not been taken into 
account in the bank records and since the issuance of the 
fact of counterfoils cannot be disputed by the first party, 
he being a Cash Clerk at the relevant point of time, there 
was nothing more to be proved by the management to 
substantiate the first charge leveled against the first party. 

10. Whereas, learned counsel for the first party Shri 
K.V. Sathyanarayana vehemently argued that the 
management in order to prove the charges has mainly relied 
upon the officers of the bank who were very much interested 
in the matter and failed to examine the above said five 
customers named in the charge sheet to support their 
respective complaints and the feet that they have paid the 
amount into the hands of the first party. He submitted that 
enquiry officer since banked upon the oral testimony of 
management witnesses interested in the matter and the 
bank records discarding the defence evidence he favoured 


the management by way of finding on the first charge 
against the first party without there being sufficient and 
legal evidence and therefore, his findings suffered from 
perversity. He also contended that there were two reports 
given by the Investigation Officer, MW5 at Ex. 20 & 21 and 
it is not explained as to what made him in giving two 
separate reports on two different dates. He further 
submitted that in the absence of any of the complainant 
named in the charge being examined,- it cannot be taken 
that the complaints made by them were based on truth and 
that they obtained the counterfoils in question from the 
first party after having made the payment of money shown 
therein. On the point of quantum of punishment he 
submitted that punishment of dismissal was quite severe 
and excessive keeping in view the gravity of the misconduct 
alleged against the first party and not taking into 
consideration the services rendered by him for a period of 
more than 20 years as on the date charge sheet was issued 
to him, that too, in the face of his unblemished record of 
service throughout. Learned counsel in support of his 
argument cited the following six rulings:— 

1. ILLJ1964 Page 38 

2. SIR 1984 SC 180.5 

3. (1984)4 SCC 634 

4. ILLJ 1986 Page 101 

5. IILLJ1991 Page 29 

6. 2006 AIR SCW 1.969 

11. In order to appreciate the respective contentions 
of the parties about the perversity or otherwise of the 
enquiry findings on Charge No. 1 (as noted above charge 
No. 2 is not proved as per the findings) it would be 
worthwhile to bring on record the very findings and the 
reasonings of the enquiry officer found on pages 8 to 11 as 
under:— 

“General findings: MW2, MW4, MW6, MW7 have 
deposed contrary to their respective statements. 
Even MW4 was placed and considered as hostile 
witness. MW1, MW5, MW8 have deposed with 
regard to all the issues in the capacity of Branch 
Manager, Inestigating Officer and AEO/Ag Senior 
Manager respectively. 

The management documents were excepting the 
written statements were the Bank records maintained 
in the usual and ordinary course of business. The 
statement Ex. M22 is the statement of CSE. 

Issue No. 1: Shri Mohammed Ismail DIR/RT/9/94: 

The CSE was working in cash department on that 
day. Ex. Reference into Para 1.1 in page No. 4 have 
been brought on record. Ex. M2 not undergone the 
system of flow chart fully MW5 & MW8 have 
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deposed and Exts.M 1,2,3,3A, 20,21,33 and 39 have 
been established by the P.0. The defence contention 
that, the complainant did not appear before the 
enquiry alone is not enable the remark and 
circumstances while CSE wrote Ex. M22 lacks 
credibility. The non-working of cash cabin locking 
systems was prevailing to all the other employees 
also and not only with CSE. 

The Ex. Ml as stated above has been deposed by 
various MWs and MW1 by confirmed contends. 

Reading Exts. Ml and 2,3,3 A and the depositions I 
find the CSE guilty of this charge and issue as 
analyzed by me under Paras 1.1 to 1.5 to the extent of 
charges contained in the charge sheet. 

Issue No. II; Smt. Shamda Bai-VSUG/145/94. 

MW1 confirmed the contends of Ex-Ms as stated 
para 2.1. MW I as also confirmed Ex. M6 has been 
accounted in Ex 5. The CSE was the cashier on that 
day MW1 has confirmed that Ex. 21 where the 
signature of the CSE. He has also confirmed and 
identified the signature of CSE the reply to other 
questions. Subsequently Ex. M7 for Rs. 5,209 bears 
the signature of CSE. The PO proved this issue as 
per Para 1.4 vide Para 1.51 analyzed the apprehensions 
and presentations of the DR and circumstances under 
which Ex. M22 was written by CSE and DWl/s 
deposition with regard to the word “Kuch Nahi Hoga 
= Likkee Dev” does not obsolve the CSE to give any 
statement without knowing .the implications and 
consequences it is proved that the complainant has 
remitted theamount and the CSE did not account for 
the same. The DR contention that, filling up Ex. M7 
can be construed as that of customer service while 
the signature for remitting bdars the signature of CSE 
which is not termed as customer service. 

Basing on my analysis in para 2.1. & 2.2. & 2.3 read 
with the Eks and depositions analysed therein, I find 
CSE guilty of this charge and issue. 

Charge ffl: Abdul Nabi Sab-DIR/RT/17/92 

MW1 hasconfirmed Exms stated in Para 3.1. Ex. m3 0 
is CSEs own statement wherein assured to repay, the 
PO has proved that CSE was the cashier on 
25-5-1994 & Ex.M9 or not undergone the system of 
chart. The DR submission that the party did turn up 
for enquiry and MW1 was not above to identify 
signature of CSE cannot be accepted for the reason 
that non-appearing by a witness cannot take away 
the veracity of Ex-corroborated by the oral deposition 
of the witnesses. His doubt of Rs. 2500 views huge 
amount remitted gives rise about genuineness of the 
transaction but Ex.M9, Ex.M10, read with Ex.30 
proves otherwise. 


In view of my analyses in para 3.1,3.2,3.3,1 find the 
CSE guilty of this change and issue. 

Issue No. 4: Smt Padmini—AIIRDP10/96. 

MW1 has confirmed that the CSE was the cashier on 
27-1-1996. MW1 has identified Ex-ms and amount 
remitted by the party has not been accounted for by 
the CSE. MW5 has deposed that he has not used 
coercion or compulsion or any undue influence in 
obtaining statement The PO has produced various 
management Ex. Corroborators through the 
evidences led. 

The defence stuck to the point that the complainant 
did not appear before the enquiry and the game plan 
was hatched to project CSE in poor light. 

Basing on the ayalysis 4.1, 4.2, 4 3 read with Ex. 
M 221 find the CSE guilty of the charge and issue. 

Issue No. 5: Shri Ahmed Sab 1 * SB Account 1189. 

MW1 has identified and confirmed the contents of 
various management exhibits the amount of Rs. 2000 
stated Ex M15 has not repeated inEx. M-15. MW8 
has confirmed Ex.M-13 and explain the circumstances 
PO has relied and proved his case in various exhibits 
explained in Para 5.2. 

The defence contends the date on ExM15 appears 
as7-2-1995 and not 7-2-1996 as there is corresponding 
credit on 7-2-1995 as the customer was not 
dissatisfied 

IssueV: 

He was also pleading MW8 was lying in the enquiry 
but I have not found any inconsistency in the 
deposition of MW 8 though date was not totally 
fully dear Ex. 15 bears the dale of7-2-l996 when CSE 
was the cashier. 

Basing on my analysis in para 5.2,5.3 along with the 
various'exhibits and depositions I find the CSE guilty 
of charge and issue. 

Issue No. VI: — Charge-II 

3 blank withdrawal forms Ex-17, 18, 19 MW3 has 
deposed that he found Ex. M-15, 17, 18, 19 in the. 
drawer of Cash cabin/SB control register and same 
were in the handwriting of CSE. 

It is fact that three Ex 17,18,19wasfoundmyMW3. 
It is also a fact they bore the handwriting of CSE, 
MW2, MW4 and "MW6 could not identify the 
handwriting in Ex.M 17,18,19. 

During the period of CSE, withdrawal slips are 
available freely. MW8 afterperusing Ex M17,18,19 
deposed that the handwriting is alike. Neither PO 
nor DR have established the purpose, use, misuse. 
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of these three exhibits though they were found and 
recorded. There is nothing on record to prove that 
the account holders have got anything to say in this 
regard. The PO has gone to the extent of the 
documents as stated in the charge sheet. 

After careful scrutiny of proceeding and written 
briefs and analysis in para 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, I 
observe that these documents did not result in any 
violation or loss to the Bank and also simply because 
the withdrawal slips with signature were obtained in 
blank does not go to prove the misuse committed on 
partofCSE. 

In view of inconsistency with regard to depositions 
and earlier statements as explained in my analysis 
and also the documents Ex. M 17, 18, 19 were not 
subjected or utilized for its logical end use, that is in 
other words the amount have not been drawn in any 
one of the Ex. M17,18,19. Ex. M 22 the statement of 
CSE-CSE has admitted that in the event of any 
complaint lie would meet the loss. 

Considering all the above facts in totality, I find the 
CSE not guilty of the charge and issue.” 

12. After having gone through the aforesaid 
reasonings given by the enquiry officer, the oral and 
documentary evidence produced during the course of 
enquiry, I do not find much substance in the arguments 
advanced for the first party as far as items 1 to 4 under the 
charge No. 1. While challenging the enquiry findings as 
noted above, in the claim statement at Paras 9 & 10 the 
only grievance made out was that the enquiry officer relied 
upon the statements of the management witnesses and 
discarded the defence evidence and thereby his findings 
suffered from perversity. But on going through the 
reasonings assigned by the enquiry officer it cannot be 
said that he was not justified in taking into consideration 
the oral testimony of MW1, 3, 5 & 8 who have deposed to 
the charges of misconduct committed by the first party. He 
reightly did not rely upon the oral testimony of MW2,4 ,"6 
and 7 on the ground that they suffered from conflicting 
versions. As noted above, on each and every item from 1 
to 4, the learned enquiry officer has given his reasonings 4 
taking into account the statements of above said MW 1,3, 

5 and 8 corroborated by the documentary evidence produced 
in the enquiry. He also rightly observed that most of the 
documents produced by the management were the records 
maintained in the usual and ordinary course of business 
excepting the written statement^ of the witnesses brought 
on record. The main and very serious contention rather the 
arguments advanced for the first party was that the enquiry 
officer should not have acted upon the complaints of the 
customers given as the complainants themselves have not 
been produced and examined by the management. First of 
all it has come on record in the written brief of the Presenting 
Officer as well as in the findings of the enquiry officer that 


the management had made very sincere and serious efforts 
in securing the presence of those customers to be examined 
during the course of enquiry but they failed to respond to 
the request of the management made orally by the Manager, 
MW 8 , as well as the Presenting Officer himself and to the 
notices issued to them by the management on two different 
dates of hearing. The non-examination of the above said 
customers who had given the complaints also cannot be 
said to be a circumstance fatal in view of the fact tht the 
first party did not dispute the genuineness of the complaints 
as such or the contents of those complaints reciting to the 
effect that they have paid certain amounts into the hands 
of the first party and have obtained from him the 
counterfoils which find mentioned in the complaints itself. 
It is to be noted that the compalint at Ex. Ml filed by the 
above said customer Shri Mohammed Ismail has been 
supported by the counterfoil at Ex. M2 wherein it is made 
clear that the first party being a cashier on 31-5-1995 received 
a sum of Rs. 400 from the said customer but failed to credit 
the said amount in the Shroff Book and other relevant 
records of the bank. Similarly customer Smt. SharadaBai 
gave her letter (complaint) dated 12-6-96 disclosing the 
fact that she paid a sum of Rs. 5000 into the hands of the 
first party on 8-2-1996 towards VSL/G/145/94 and that 


amount has not been accounted for in the books ofjhe 
account of the bank. In proof of her complaint she produced 
the counterfoil marked at Ex. M 6 . The feet that above said 
amount was credited to the accounts of the said^ustomer„ 
by the first party himself on 115.96 is not denied and 
challenged by the first party at any point of time. Customer 
Abdul Nabi by his complaint at Ex. M1 0 stated that amount 
of Rs. 2500 was remitted by him towards his loan account 
No. D1R/RT 17/92 on 25-5-1994 and that was not accounted 
for. This fact has been admitted by the first party himself in 
his statement given under his own handwriting at Ex.M30 


on 19-3-1996. He did not challenge his statement OR*the 
ground that it was given under coercion, promise, threats 
etc. except to say that above said statement was obtained 
from him saying that he may give the writing and nothing 
will happen to him. If really there was no truth in the 
complaint of said Abdul Nabi with regard to the payment 
of the said amount w hich has been infact supported by 
the counterfoil at Ex.M9 it is just not believable that first 
party gave the statement on the above said assurance. 
Customer Smt. Padnuni made the complaint vide Ex.M4 
supported by challan as well as the counterfoil at Ex.Ml 3 
and 13(a) respectively. MW3 has given his statement on 
the point saying that he found Ex.Ml3, the challan w hen 
he went to the cash cabin after the cash work and saw the 
drawer and that challan was found in the said drawer under 
the handw riting of the first party' This fact is again not 
disputed by the first party on the other hand in this regard 
also he gave his written statement by way of confession, 
marked at Ex.M22. Therefore, all the aforesaid complaints, 
contents of which or the fact that they were given to the 
management bank by the respective complainants not being 
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disputed on behalf of the first party and they being 
supported by the very counterfoils evidencing the fact of 
payment of the money to the first partywho was admittedly 
the cashier on the dates mentioned in foe counterfoils, 
how he cannot be allowed to contend that non-examinariori 
of the complainants must be taken to be a circumstance 
fatal to the case of the prosecution. During the course of 
cross-examination statements of MW1,3,5 and 8 an attempt 
was made on the part of the first party to test the veracity 
of the statements of those witnesses with regarded the 
initials found on the aforesaid counterfoils and it was&ied 
to be made out that they have not identified those insfotfs 
as the initials of the first party. Such a contention cannot 
be given any credence for the simple reason that these are 
the counterfoils issued in favour of the above said 
customers bearing the dates and seal of the bank when 
admittedly the first party was the cashier. Moreover, it is 
nowhere his case or defence taken during the course of 
enquiry that he did not issue those counterfoils in favour 
of the aforesaid customrs. Further more, if the first party' 
was so confident and innocent in the matter, it is hot 
understandable as to what prevented him in not getting 
those customers before the enquiry officer to depose to 
the fact that they have not made the complaints and that 
they have not paid the money into the hands of the first 
party as shown in the counterfoils particularly, when he 
had chosen to examine witnesses on the point that he was 
very popular in customers for his customers service having 
good relations with all concerned. If the aforesaid customers 
were also happy to his customer’s service rendered then 
they would have been the first persons to have come 
forward in his support if their complaints did not bear the 
truth or that they were made at the instance of MW1 or 
other management officers who were not keeping good 
relations with him as tried to be made out by the first party 
during the course of enquiry. Therefore, non-exatahMitton 
of the complainants namely the aforesaid four customers 
cannot be a circumstance alone to jump to the conclusion 
that findings of the enquiry officer suffered from perversity. 
Their Lordship of Supreme Court in a decision reported in 
AIR 2000 SC 3028 ina similar situationhave laid dOWfcfhe 
principle the setting aside the finding of nuscoo&Wt pn 
grounds of non-examination of customer, non produeftoti ' 
of money and non production of confessional statement is. 
not proper. The fact that payments made under the, 
aforesaid counterfoils have not been accounted fbririthe 
accounts book of the bank has been substantiatedby 
voluminous documentary evidence rather the records 
produced by the management maintained during foe usual 
and ordinary course of the business of the bank. Mdtowjwtr, 
it is not the case of the first party that those payments 
under the counterfoils find mention in the batiks of 
accounts maintained by the bank. As far as Item N». .5 
under the first charge is concerned, 1 do not find atiffiovta 
and legal evidence. It is said that one Shri Ahmed Sab SB 
account holder No. 1189 had paid a sum of Rs. 2000 to the 


first party on 7-2-1996 as per the counterfoil at Ex.MI 5 and 
that amount has no corresponding credit entry in the 
account of the said party. It was well argued before the 
enquiry officer that as per the counterfoil at Ex.M15 the 
amount was paid on 7-2-1995 and foe account books have 
got corresponding entry to the above effect and that said 
amount was not paid to him on 7-2-1996 as tried to make 
out by the management There is force in thi&contention. 
The very perusal of the counterfoil at Ex.M 15 would make 
it dear that the date it bears is 7-2-1995 and not 7-2-1996. 
Moreover, customer Ahmed Sab has not given his written 
complaint to the above effect. Therefore, this item under 
the charge is not proved. Therefore, in the light of the 
aforesaid discussion, reasonings and findings of the 
enquiry officer and the oral and documentary evidence 
brought on record, by no stretch of imagination it can be 
said that enquiry findings have suffered from perversity as 
for as Charge No. 1 minus Item No. 5 is concerned. The 
findings have been supported by sufficient, legal, oral and 
documentary evidence brought on record during the course 
of enquiry. Therefore, they do not suffer from any perversity 
to be interfered at the hands of this tribunal. 

13. Now coming to the question of quantum of 
punishment, undisputedly the first party has been under 
the service of the management for a period of more than 20 
years having unblemished record of service. Therefore, 
taking into consideration this aspect of the case and the 
fact that the amount involved in this case belonged to the 
customers and not to the bank, it appears to me that ends 
of justice will be met if the dismissal order passedagafost 
the first party is converted into an order of compulsory 
retirement so as to enable him to get his service benefits. 
Accordingly reference is answered and following award is 
passed. 

AWARD 

The inqmgned punishment order of dismissal passed 
against the first party is hereby replaced by the order of 
Compulsory Retirement w.e.f. original date of punishment 
order. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA, transcribed by her, corrected and 
signed by me on 14th July, 2006). 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. 3329.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 4/2001) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of UCO Bank, 
and their workmen which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-07-2006. 

[No. L-l2012/140/2000-IR (B-II)J 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated: 11th July 2006 
PRESENT 


SHRI A. R. SIDD1QUI, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 04/2001 

[PARTY fl PARTY 


Shri N. Janardhana Rao 

Magar. 

No. I, SndhaNilaya, 

3 rd Cross. 1 3 Ui Ma in, 
Mariyappana Palya, 
Bangalore-560 023 


The Asstt. General 
Manager, 

UCoBank, Southern Zone, 

No. 13/22, K.G. Road, 
Bangalore-560 009 
(Advocate-Shri B.C.Prabhakar) 


(Advocate-Sliri VS. Naik) 

AWARD 


1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2 A of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-12012/140/2000/IR(B-II) dated 24th January 
2001 for adjudication on the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of UCO Bank 
is justified in dismissing the services of Shri N. 
Janardhana Rao Magar w.e.f. 13th January, 1999 ? If 
not, what relief he is entitled T 

2 . A charge s heet dated 21-8-1995 came to be issued 
against the first party- and three others in the following 
terms: 

"It has been alleged that you absented from 
attending duty' at Divisional Office, Bangalor from 
29-5-1995. At about 3.30 PM on that day you along 
with Shri N. Murahari, Shri Ugranarasimaiah, Shri 
Srinivasaiah and an outsider, reported to be office¬ 
bearer of Karnataka State INDEC, entered the 
chamber of Shri K. Sridhar, Divisional Manager, 
Bangalore and insisted on to discuss the matters 


relating to transfers. The Divisional Manager 
informed that he had convened the meeting of the 
Managers of the: Branches in Bangalore in connection 
with the visit of General Manager, Head Office, 
International Department, and the Zonal Manager, 
Madras and that he could not discuss about the 
transfer matters. 

You however, insisted forcefully that the transfer 
order issued to Shri Srinivasaiah, the President of 
the State Unit of UBSTUC, be cancelled then and 
there and he be gbrought back to Bangalore City 
branch from Kengeri branch where he had been 
posted on rotational transfer effected as per head 
office Circular No. CHO/PAS/4/1993 dated 10-3-1993 
by issuing suitable orders without awaiting any reply 
from zonal office or head office to whom the matter 
regarding his exemption had been referred. In the 
alternative, you insisted that all 166 rotational 
transfers effect (id in the year 1994 in pursuance of 
the aforesaid circular be reversed immediately and 
all staffs be brought back to the branches and offices 
where they w ere working previously. The Divisional 
Manager replied that rotational transfers were 
effected in pursuance of Head Office guidelines and 
in consultation with the respective unions, including 
yourself, and that it would not be possible to take 
decision either regarding retransfer of Shri 
Srinivasaiah or on cancellation of the transfers 
already effected. As a reaction to the reply given by 
the Divisional Manager, you along with the other 
colleagues intimidated him with abusive and 
objectionable languages stating that: 

(a) He was functioning as a mere post office and 
was not discharging his duties. 

(b) He was whiling away the time as Divisional 
Manager; and 

(c) He was pailial in his approach and in discharge 
of his duties. 

Divisional Manager requested you to await decision 
from higher-ups regarding the re-transfer of Shri 
Srinivasiah and also requested you to allow- him to 
proceed with the meeting of the Managers of the 
branches in Bangalore convened by him. You, 
instead, behaved in a rough and tough manner and 
physically prevented Divisional Manager from 
leaving his chamber. You shouted and pounded on 
the table of Divisional Manager in a violent and 
disorderly manner, questioning him in a raised voice 
as to whether UCO Bank w as his father’s property-. 

The aforesaid attitude and behaviour caused by you 
and four others created mental shock to Divisional 
Manager and he collapsed in the cabin itself. The 
Divisional Manager was immediately removed to the 
hospital for emer gent treatment. 
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Thus you and your colleagues have planned and 
conspired to confine the Divisional Manager in his 
chamber, making unreasonable demand, so as to stall 
the holding of the meeting which had been convened 
by him. This is a planned act to stagger the official 
meeting scheduled for the day. 

Your above acts constitute major irregularity and 
misconduct on your part as provided in Bipartite 
Settlement. The undersigned, who is appointed as 
Disciplinary Authority by the Chief Executive of the 
Bank vide order dated 17-7-1995 which is enclosed, 
hereby frames the following charges under clause 
19.5 of the Bipartite Settlement as amended. 

(1) You have acted in a manner unbecoming of 
the staff of the bank; 

(2) You shouted, abused and intimidated 
Divisional Manager, Bangalore in his office, 
which is disorderly behaviour as per Clause 
19.5(c) of Bipartite Settlement; 

(3) You have committed acts of insubordination 
and disobedience when you refused to hear 
and obey the lawful and reasonable order of 
Divisional Manager in asking you to disperse 
from his cabin, which is a misconduct under 
Clause 19.5(e); 

(4) You have planned to confine the Divisional 
Manager in his cabin on the pretext of 
discussion on unreasonable demand as so as 
to stall the meeting convened by him on that 
day. That being prejudicial to the interest of 
the bank, it is misconduct under Clause 19.5(j) 
of Bipartite Settlement. 

You are hereby called upon to submit your reply to 
the aforesaid charges within 15 days hereof. In the 
event of failure on your part, it will be presumed that 
you have nothing to contend against the charge and 
the undersigned would be constrained to proceed 
ahead without any further reference to you.” 

3. Not being satisfied with the reply given by the 
first party and others to the charge sheet, a joint domestic 
enquiry was ordered against the first party and others and 
on the finding s of the enquiry officer holding the first party 
and other guilty of the aforesaid charges, the disciplinary 
authority proposed the punishment of dismissal against 
the first party workman and whereas, the other three 
workmen were proposed to be punished by reducing their 
pay by two stages for a period of two years and after 
conducting the personal hearing aforesaid punishments 
were confirmed against the first party and others. The first 
party and others challenged the aforesaid punishment 
orders by filing an appeal and their appeals also came to be 
rejected. The first party alone raised the dispute before the 
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conciliation officer concerned and that resulted into the 
present reference. 

4. The first party in his Claim Statement challenged 

the enquiry proceedings on the ground that they were 
-held against the principles of natural justice, attacked the 
enquiry findings as perverse and also challenged the 
impugned punishment order and among other grounds 
contended that the punishment order passed against him 
dismissing him from service is discriminatory as the other, 
delinquents were charged with the same charges levelled, 
in the charge sheet and were all held guilty of the charges 
of misconduct as indicated in the charge sheet holding, . 
common enquiry proceedings, the first party alone was « 
singled out by an order of punishment dismissing him from ; 
service whereas, the other delinquents were let off with , , 
minor punishments. ,.- Iy 

5. The management by its Counter Statement anjong : 
other things contended that enquiry proceedings were held 
in accordance with the principles* of natural justice; • 
therefore, the findings of the enquiry officer were based on • 
sufficient and legal evidence and that dismissal order 
passed against the first party was quite proportionate to 
the alleged misconduct committed by him and in the light 
of his past chequered record of service where under he 
was issued with several memos committing the 
misconducts of unauthorised absence, not wearing the 
uniform and not obeying the lawful orders of the 
management on several occasions and whereas, the other 
delinquents had a clean and unblemished records and 
therefore, taking into consideration the past record of the 
first-party and others dismissal order passed against the 
first party was quite legal and justified. 

6 . Keeping in view the respective contentions of 
the parties with regard to the validity and fairness or 
otherwise of the enquiry proceedings, question as to 
whether the enquiry held against the first party was fair 
and proper was taken up in the first instance as a preliminary 
issue. 

7. After the due trial of the said issue, learned 
counsels for the respective parties were heard and this 
tribunal by its order dated 4-8-2004 recorded a finding on 
the said issue holding that the Domestic Enquiry held 
against the first party is fair and proper. Thereupon on the 
point of past records of the first party, the management 
examined MW2 and got marked documents at Ex.M9 to 
M42 speaking to the past record of the first party. The first 
party also examined himself on the above said point and 
got marked a document at Ex.W3 and in his cross 
examination 3 more documents were marked on behalf of 
the management at Ex. M43 to 45 relating to the punishment 
orders in respect to other three delinquents. 

8 . I have heard the learned counsels for the 
respective parties on merits and posted the case this day 
for award. Learned counsel for the first party Shri V. S. Naik 
in his argument did not challenge the enquiry findings but 
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challenged the punishment order firstly on the ground that 
it was discriminatory in nature in punishing the workman 
by way of dismissal and whereas, letting off the other three 
delinquents with minor punishments despite the fact that 
the identical charges were levelled against all the four 
persons for one and same incident, common proceedings 
of enquiry were held and common finding was given by 
the enquiry officer holding all of them guilty of the same 
charges pertaining to the one and same incident. He 
submitted that the documents at Ex.M9 to M42 produced 
by the management with regard to the alleged bad past 
records of service of the first party workmen are not in 
respect of any serious or grave misconduct committed by 
the first party and that except on one occasion for rest of 
The memos issued to the first party there was no regular 
enquiry conducted nor any punishment was imposed upon 
t he first party except giving certain warnings. He submitted 
that the contention of the management that the first party 
played a leading role in committing a misconduct is neither 
proved by any evidence during the course of enquiry nor 
there is any such finding given by the enquiry officer in his 
report on the enquiry to the above effect. Therefore, learned 
counsel submitted that punishment of dismissal against 
the first party amounts to a case of discrimination and 
victimization, he being the trade unionist and reinstating 
the other delinquents in service with minor punishments. 
He submitted that during the course of Lok Adalat 
proceedings, the management had come out with an offer 
of Compulsory Retirement in place of dismissal order to be 
given effect from the date of punishment order and whereas, 
the workman wanted rather had agreed for compulsory 
retirement in place of dismissal order w.e.f. the date of 
passing of the award and therefore, this fact maybe taken 
note of by .He court in passing the award. In support of his 
argument tf .it on the ground of discrimination the order 
passed against the first party' liable to be modified by lesser 
punishment. He cited the ruling reported in 2001 (1) LLJ 
595 SC. 

9. Whereas, the learned counsel for the management 
vehemently argued that the first party being a General 
Secretary of the Union has been in the habit of indulging in 
rude behaviour with the management and his colleagues 
and once again as a leader of the other three delinquents 
played a leading role in committing the misconduct against 
his superiors. Therefore, the management was justified in 
punishing him with punishment of dismissal keeping in 
view his bad track record of service vide Ex.M9 to M42 and 
the leading role played by him. Therefore, it is not a case of 
discrimination but a case decided on merits. He contended 
that punishment of dismissal was quite proportionate to 
the gravity of the misconduct committed by the first party 
and to support his arguments he relied upon the following 
tour rulings: 

1. 2005 LLR 478 

2. 2005 LLR 360 


3. 2005 LLR 1167 

4. 2005 LLR 1137 

To support his contention that it was not a case of 
discrimination he relied upon a ruling reported in 1947(2) 
LLJ879 SC. 

10. In order to appreciate the respective contentions 
of the parties in the first instance, I would like to bring on 
record the details of the aforesaid alleged misconduct 
committed by the first party in the past. It was brought out 
in detail in the affidavit of the management witness 
examined on the said point. His averments in the affidavit 
at Para 2 to the above effect are as under : 

‘1 state that the first party joined the services of the 
Second Party on 19-6-1973. He was in the habit of 
committing one or the other misconduct and he was 
issued with the Memos for the acts of misconduct 
committed by Him. The details of the past record is 
furnished belo w: 

(1) Memo dated 24-12-1976 was issued to him for 
having taken the office Motorcycle without 
the permission and without the valid driving 
licence. 

(2) Recall Notice dated 4-5-1977 bringing to his 
notice about his absence from 25-4-1977 and 
w’as called upon to report to duty immediately 
with an explanation for unauthorized absence. 

(3) Application dated 16-5-1977 for leave. 

(4) Memo dated 12-7-1997 for the unauthorized 
absence of the first party from 7-7-1977 to 
11-7-1977. 

(5) Explanation letter dated ‘Nil’ submitted by the 
first party. 

(6) Memo dated 9-11-1997 in regard to the 
unauthorized absence of the first party. 

(7) Memo dated 2-12-1997 for refusing to do the 
w’ork of local delivery of letters. 

(8) Memo dated 13-12-1977 for not doing the work 
of local deli very of letters. 

(9) Memo dated 13-12-1977 for not wearing the 
Bank’s uniform w’hile on duty. 

(10) Memo dated 24-8-1978 for giving different 
reasons in the leave applications submitted 
by him. 

(11) Memo dated 1-9-1978 for the refusal to give 
local delivery of letters. 

(12) Memo dated 18-9-1978 for the unauthorized 
absence, not wearing the uniform and refusal 
to do local delivery work. 
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(13) Memo dated 18-9-1978 for not wearing the 
Uniform. 

(14) Chargesheet dated 28-9-1978 for the refusal to 
attend to the local delivery of letters and for 
remaining absent. 

(15) Additional chargesheet dated 27-10-1978 
issued to the first party for his unauthorized 
absence. 

(16) Memo dated 19-12-1978, issued to the first 
party for misrepresenting the fact. 

(17) Reply dated 29-12-1978 of Sri Magar. 

(18) Explanation tetter dated 8-2-1979 in response 
to chargesheet dated 28-9-1978,27-10-1978 and 
19-12-1978. 

(19) Enquiry Notice dated 14-3-1979 to hold 
domestic enquiry. 

(20) Proceedings of the enquiry held on 2/6-7-1979. 

(21) Warning letter dated 28-7-1979. 

(22) Memo dated 11-10-1980 for his unauthorized 
absence and not wearing uniform while on 
duty. 

(23) Memo dated 18-8-1981 for not wearing the 
uniform. 

(24) Chargesheet dated 22-8-1981 for not wearing 
uniform. 

(25) Chargesheet dated 24-8-1981 for not wearing 
the uniform and was called up on to submit his 
explanation. 

(26) Police complaint dated 24-8-1981 in respect of 
the acts committed by Magar for preventing 
the staff from working and threatening them 
with dire consequences and for using abusive 
language. 

(27) Report of GDN Murthy dated 22-8-1981 
regarding the rude behaviour of Shri Magar. 

(28) Memo dated 22-8-1981 for not wearing the 
Uniform 

(29) Order dated 23-9-1981 appointing the Enquiry 
Officer to hold enquiry into the charges leveled 
against him as per Chargesheet dated 
24-8-1981. 

(30) Notice of enquiry dated 24-9-1981. 

(31) Apology letter dated 12-12-1981 given by Shri 
Magar. 

(32) Letter dated 12-12-1981 issued by the Second 
Party closing the matter considering the 
Apology letter submitted by him. 


(33) Memo dated 25-9-1981 issued to Shri Magar 
for having not purchased any furniture against 
the loan availed by him. 

11 . Keeping in vrewthe aforesaid past service record 
of the first party, I find very much substance in the 
arguments advanced for him to the effect that the alleged 
misconducts as per Ex. M9 to M42 except one or two are 
not serious and grave in nature. Most of the memos issued 
to the first party first of all have remained to be unperused 
without being followed by any Domestic Enquiry or the 
penalties being imposed upon him. At the same time many 
of those memos pertained to the trifle nature of the 
misconduct, namely, the first party refusing to do work of 
local delivery of the letters, not wearing the bank’s uniform 
and remaining absent from duty unauthorisedlv on certain 
occasions for short periods. MW2 in his cross-examination 
admitted that except the case in hand and on one earlier 
occasion no enquiry has been held against the first party 
and no memo has been issued to him on the report dated 
4-6-1982 marked at Ex. M42. He also admitted that there 
was no allegation of misappropriation of the funds of the 
bank in any of the memos or charge sheets issued against 
the first party. A close scrutiny of the above said past 
record also makes it abundantly clear that the first party 
has not been indulged in committing a misconduct similar 
to one on hand. Therefore, taking into consideration the 
past records of the first party; the management in my opinion 
was not justified in singling out the first party for 
punishment of dismissal letting off the other delinquents 
with minor punishments. The contention for the 
management that the first party played a leading role in 
committing the misconduct on hand, again, is without any 
basis. Undisputsdly, there is no such finding or observation 
made by the enquiry officer in holding the workman guilty 
of the charges. There is again no evidence produced by 
the management to suggest that the first party played a 
leading role in committing the misconduct on hand. MW2 
who was examined on the point of past history of the first 
parly was also conspicuously silent in his affidavit on this 
aspect of the case It is in this view of the matter it was well 
argued for the first party that there was a case of 
discrimination against him in punishing him with the order 
of dismissal taking a very lenient view as against the other 
delinquents. It is not in dispute that all the four delinquents 
including the first party were charged with one and same 
charges of misconduct as indicated in the charge sheet, 
common proceedings of enquiry were held against them 
and the learned enquiry officer after having appreciated 
the evidence on record came to the conclusion that all the 
four delinquents are guilty of the charges of misconduct. 
Therefore, when this was the case, in my opinion the 
disciplinary authority was not legally justified in singling 
out the first party for punishment of dismissal based on 
the aforesaid alleged past records of his service or on the 
ground that he played a leading role. Their Lordship of 
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Supreme Court in a similar situation in the aforesaid 
decision cited on behalf of the first party held the view that 
such a treatment by the management was not acceptable. 
The above said decision which is very brief; for the purpose 
of ready reference is brought on record as under : 

“These appeals are filed in a proceeding arising out 
of a reference to the Labour Court on the allegation 
that certain acts of the first respondent in an incident 
that took place on April 14, 1985, amounted to 
misconduct under Standing Order 24(XIV) of the 
Certified Standing Orders which reads as follows: 

“Drunkenness, fighting or riotous or disorderly or 
indecent behaviour or any act subversive of 
discipline or efficiency”. 

On an inquiry being held, the inquiry authority found 
that the allegation of misconduct is proved and the 
disciplinary authority on consideration of the report 
of the inquiry authority and the other relevant material 
dismissed the first respondent from service. 
Thereafter, a reference to the Labour Court at the 
instance of the first respondent was made. The 
Labour Court, though held on a preliminary question 
that the disciplinary’ inquiry conducted against the 
first respondent is valid, came to the conclusion after 
perusing the documentary’ and oral evidence on 
record that the dismissal was not justified and held 
that he was entitled to reinstatement with full back 
wages with continuity in service and other 
consequential benefits. A writ petition was filed in 
the High Court which was allowed but on the basis 
of certain offer made, the learned single judge also 
directed that the appellant shall pay, to the first 
respondent, salary' from the date of discharge till the 
date of the order in a lump sum of Rs. 50,000. 
Thereupon, both the management and the workman 
filed two appeals. In the appeals several questions 
were raised as to whether the act attributed to the 
first respondent would amount to misconduct at all 
which will entail a disciplinary inquiry at the instance 
of the management to end up with his dismissal; 
strong reliance was placed on Glaxo Laboratories V 
The Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Meerut and others 
AIR 1984 SC 505; 1984(1) SCC 1: 1984—I-LLJ-16. 
Ultimately, however, the two learned judges agreed 
on the aspect of the matter that the question whether 
on misconduct, attributed to the workman there 
should have been casual connection between 
misconduct and employment of the workman may 
not be of much significance when such acts have 
taken place within premises of the factory should be 
decided in an appropriate case. What influenced the 
Court in deciding the matter is that: 

“Since as many as three workmen on almost identical 
charges were found guilty of misconduct in 


connection with the same incident, though in separate 
proceedings, one was punished with only one 
month’s suspension, and the other was ultimately 
reinstated in view of the findings recorded by the 
Labour Court and affirmed by the High Court and 
the Supreme Court, it would be denial of justice to 
the appellant if he alone is singled out for punishment 
by way of dismissal from service”. 

As the judgement is rested upon the position, 
whatever other views may have been expressed in 
the course of the judgment may be of no significance. 
In that view of the matter, we think there is no need 
to interfere with the order made by the High Court, 
that too in a proceeding arising under Article 136 of 
the Constitution. Hence, we decline to interfere with 
the order made by the High Court. The appeals are 
dismissed accordingly.” 

12. Therefore, from the reading of the aforesaid 
decision, one must appreciate the arguments advanced for 
the first party that when the first party and others were 
involved on identical charges and were found guilty of the 
misconduct in connection lvith the same incident, first party’ 
alone could not have been dealt with severe punishment 
of dismissal when other delinquents who faced the same 
charges which he faced in the enquiry were punished with 
minor penalties and were taken back in service. The 
observations of their Loirdship of Supreme Court in a 
decision referred to supra reported in 1947(2) LLJ 879 cited 
on behalf of the management are not applicable to the 
present case as facts involved in the said case were quite 
different from the facts involved in the instant case. In the 
aforesaid decision, it was not a case of the workman and 
others facing similar charges with respect of one and same 
incident. Moreover, their Lordship of Supreme Court in a 
very recent decision referred to supra have taken a clear 
view on the point that in the cases like one on hand, 
punishment to be imposed shall not be discriminated. 
Therefore, keeping in view the aforesaid facts and 
circumstances, I am of the opinion that punishment of 
dismissal passed against the first party is not proportionate 
to the gravity of the misconduct committed by him and 
also cannot be upheld in the light of the fact that the other 
three delinquents have been dealt with by the management 
leniently. Moreover, it is on record that for identical charges 
and similar set of facts and evidence, a criminal prosecution 
was lodged against the first party and three others and 
they having been convicted in the lower criminal court, 
have been acquitted by the court of Sessions Judge, 
Bangalore by judgment dated 1-3-2001 in Criminal Appeal 
No. 84/1998. Therefore, from this fact also punishment of 
dismissal appears to be shockingly disproportionate with 
the gravity of the misconduct committed by the first party. 
It is in this vijw of the matter punishment of dismissal 
passed against the first party in the interest of justice may 
be converted into the punishment of Compulsory 
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Retirement to be given effect from the date of passing of 
this award. However, not glossing over and over looking, 
altogether, the aforesaid past records of the first party, it 
appears to me that ends of justice will be met if he is denied 
back wages to the extent of 50 per cent from the date of 
original punishment order till the date of passing of this 
award with continuity of service and other consequential 
benefits. Hence the following award: 

AWARD 

The impugned punishment order of dismissal is 
hereby replaced by the order of Compulsory Retirement to 
be given effect from the date of passing of this award. The 
first party shall be paid 50 per cent of the back wages from 
the date of original punishment order till the date of passing 
of this award. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 11th July, 2006). 

A. R SIDD1QUI, Presiding Officer 
M fte#, 24 2006 
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Rifj, 

New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. 3330.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 119/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Central Silk Board and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 24-07-2006. 

/ [No. L-42012/91/1999-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated: 7th July, 2006 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. R Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 


C. R. No. 119/99 

Shri S. Krishna, 

S/o Late Siddegowda, 

Srirampura Post, 

Manandavadi Road, 

Mysore-570008, ...IParty 

Hie Chairman, 

Central Silk Board, 

Central Silk Board Complex, 

IV Floor, BTM Layout, 

Hosur Road, Madivala, 

Bangalore-560068. ... II Party 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2 A of Section lO of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-42012/9l/99/IR(DU) dated 13th October, 
1999 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

‘Whether Shri S. Krishna, an ex-employee of Central 
Silk Board is legal and justified in demanding 
confirmed employment with Central Silk Board, after 
having joined as Chowkidar-cum-Sweeper on 
20-3-1997 in Jawahar Navodaya Vidalaya, Ministry 
of Human Resources Development mid worked till 
11-5-1997 ? If so, to what relief he is entitled ?” 

2. The case of the first party workman as made out 
in the claim statement, briefly stated, is that he joined the 
services of the management on3-8-1985 and was appointed 
as a Time Scale worker in the year 1992 w.e.f 3-8-95. He 
worked as such continuously for 2 years; that during the 
month of March 1997 he received a letter from Navodaya 
Vidyalaya offering him a post of Chowkidar-cum-Sweeper 
and with the permission of the Assistant Director of 2nd 
Party he joined the duties at Navodaya Vidyalaya School 
and worked there for one month and twenty days. Thereafter 
on account of his ill health he resigned the job mid it was 
accepted w.e.f. 12-5-1997; that after being relieved of his 
duties he returned back to the management and was 
permitted to rejoin the duty mid subsequently was refused 
on the ground that he remained unauthorisedly absent 
from duty and had joined the services of the said Institute 
without permission of the management; that on 21 -5-1997 
he reported for duty with the management and worked on 
the said date by signing the attendance register. From 
22-5-1997 onwards the management refused to take him on 
duty and he was served with memorandum on the very 
same date seeking his explanation for his continuous 
absence from duty from 22-3-1997 onwards. The first party 
promptly gave the reply about his temporary employment 
with the said school and the fact that he resigned from the 
said duty w.e.f. 12-5-1997. The management-thereafter did 
not allow him to resume duty and therefore, he was left 
with no alternative but to raise the dispute. The first party 
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therefore, contended that the action of the management in 
refusing him employment was bad in law amounting to 
•retrenchment as defined under Section 2(oo) of the I. D. 
Act tfipre being no compliance of Section 25F of the said 
Act and therefore, is liable to be set aside as illegal, 
unjustified and against the principles of natural justice. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement, not 
disputing the fact that the first party joined its services on 
3 -8-1985 and that he was converted as a Time Scale Farm 
worker w.e.f. 1-9-1992, however, contended that the first 
party remained unauthorisedly absent continuously w.e.f. 
20-3-1997 without applying for leave and without intimation 
to the management. Thereafter on 21-5-1997 he approached 
the management and without its permission signed the 
attendance register, however, he was not permitted to join 
duty and did not work on the said date and subsequent 
thereto; that thereafter the management made a detailed 
investigation about the first party and came to know that 
he was working as Chowkidar-cum-Sweeper at the above 
said School and after having contacted the Principal of the 
said School it was confirmed that he was working there 
during the above said absence period. During the said 
period he had also drawn Rs. 2880 towards pay and DA, 
Washing Allowance and Interim Relief. He resigned from 
the said job w.e.f. 12-5-1997 and thereafter approached the 
management for work and without permission he signed 
the muster-roll on 21 -5-1997; that as a matter of fact before 
applying for any post in other organizations, the first party 
required to take permission of the management but in the 
instant case he did not obtain any permission nor intimated 
the management of his joining the services of other 
organization. He suppressed this fact purposely and 
committed mischief so as to rejoin the services of the 
management at any time he liked. Therefore, the first party 
is deemed to have resigned his job as a Farm Worker under 
the management. In the result there was no violation of 
principles of natural justice or any illegality committed by 
the management in refusing work to the first party much 
less violating the provisions of Section 25 F read with 
Section 2(oo) of the I. D. Act. 

4. During the course of trial, the management 
examined the then Assistant Director by name 
Mr. Mallikarjun as M W1 and got marked three documents 
at Ex. MI to M3. His statement in examination chief is as 
follows: 

“I know the facts of this case. First party was working 
in our establishment during March 1997.1 was Asstt. 
Director. First party was a Temporary Worker. He 
was working as time scale farm worker. He remained 
absent from 22-3-1997 continuously. He did not 
attend our work. Ex. Ml is the attendance register. 
Ex. Ml (a) is the extract of Ml. Ex. M2 and M3 are 
office orders. We came to know that the first party 
was working as Chowkidar in Navodaya Vidyalaya 


on 26-5-1997. First party did not inform us and took 
permission of us to join Navodaya Vidyalaya. No 
permission was given to me. I have signed only Ex. 
W7 identity certificate at the request of the first 
party.” 

5. On his part the first party examined himself as 
WW1 and got marked seven documents at Ex. W1 to W7. 
His statement in examination chief is as under:— 

“I joined the second party on 3-8-1985 as casual 
worker, I worked for 13 years up to 19-3-1997. In the 
year 19921 was converted as time scale farm worker. 

I have worked continuously for 240 days. In the year 
19971 was asked not to attend woik in 19971 received 
from Navodaya Vidyalaya informing that the post of 
Chowkidar-cum-Sweeper. I showed that to the Asstt. 
Director, Malikaijun He directed me to go that school 
for work. I worked for one month twenty days. I 
returned on 21-5-97 to report for duty and signed in 
the register in Second Party. I was given memo on 
22-5-97 saying that I was absent. It is named as Ex. 
Wl. My reply isEx. W2. Wx. W3 is memorandum Ex. 
W4 is officer order. Ex. W5 is letter. Ex. W6 is my 
representation. Charge sheet was not given. No 
enquiry is held against me. No compensation is paid 
to me. Order of removal is bad. On 19-3-1997 no notice 
was given to me. I am not working anywhere now." 

6 .1 would like to refer to the statements of MW1 and 
WW1 in their cross-examination as and when found relevant 
and necessary. 

7. Ex. Ml is the appointment order dated 11-3-1997 
issued in favour of the first party by the above said Jawahar 
Navodaya Vidyalaya. Ex. M2 is the covering letter by 
Deputy Director of the said Institute sent to the Dy. Director 
of the management along with a letter dated 
8-10-1997 wherein, it is stated that the request of the first 
party to rejoin the duty of the management has been refused 
■by the competent authority. (Once again through mistake 
attendance register is marked as Ex. M1 and the Attendance 
extract of the register has been marked at Ex. Ml (a) and (b). 
Ex. Wl is the copy of the memorandum issued by the Dy. 
Director to the first party on21-5-1997 calling upon him to 
give his explanation for his continuous absence from duty 
since 22-3 -1997 and as to whether he had joined any other 
organization and if so, he should furnish the details. Ex. 
W2 is the explanation dated 26-5-1997 given by the first 
party in response to the said memorandum. Ex. W3 is 
another memorandum issued by the Deputy Director on 
18-9-97 that the applications of first party dated 26-5-1997 
and 1-7-1997 seeking reemployment have been forwarded 
to the head office and the matter is under consideration 
and that action taken by the head office will be made known 
to him and he will be allowed to join the duty only after 
getting the favourable reply from the competent authority. 
Ex. W4 and W5 are the aforesaid two letters already marked 
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alEx.M2aiidM3 .fix. W6 is the application dated 18-10-97 September 1997 and October 1997 (read Ex. W3 to W5) and 

therefore, he being a permanent employee of the 
management, 


by the first party to the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Et thdlgatareandEx. W7 is said to be the attestation form 
along with the candidates statement and declaration and 
identity Certificate. 

8 . Learned counsel ft* it» management Shri NSN 
vehemently argued that the first party lft this case is not 
entitled to the relief of reemployment or reinstatement for 
the simple reason that he cease to be the employee of the 
management 4$ soon as he joined the services of said 
Navodaya Institute as a permanent employee and worked 
there for a period of about one month afld twenty days. He 
submitted that his contention that he rejoined the duty of 
the management on 21-5*1997 by signing die attendance 
register and subsequently he was reftu&fl Work illegally is 
an afterthought Slid mischievous as he signed the 
attendance register oil the said date wtfitow the permission 
of the matiagettifeirf. His contention that he Jellied She 
services of the said institute with thepetmi&siori and under 
the intimation to MWl, the then Assfstdrti Eftfertdr 1$ again 
an afterthought and a make believe story in ortfeHU 1 justify 
his employment with the said institute and to get his re¬ 
employment with the management. He submitted that the 
first party remained undisputedty absent during the 
aforesaid period of one month and twenty days and dtrrirtg 
the said period work in the institute without any permission 
or intimation to the management and therefore, now he 
cannot claim his employment with the management. 

9. Whereas, learned counsel for the first party argued 
that first of all the first party joined the services Of the said 
institute with the permission and knowledge ofMW.l as 
evident from Ex W7 which was signed by MWl, a form 
seeking employment with the said institute. His next 
contention is that since he rejoined the services of the 
management dn 21-5-1997 by signing the attendance 
register, he cannot be disallowed to continue with the 
services thereof. His next contention Was that even 
otherwise the action of the management in refusing work 
to the first party suffered from violation of principles of 
natural justice and the legal informity there being no action 
taken by the management against the first patty either for 
his unauthorized absence or for his act of misconduct in 
joining duties with the above said institute even assuming 
for a moment that it was without permission or knowledge 
of the management through MWl. There was also no 
action taken against him for signing the attendance fegister 
wjthout the permission of the management and therefore, 
he submitted that the apt on the part of the management in 
terminating the services of the first party without 
conducting any enquiry either fen his unauthorised absence 
or for his unauthorized act of joining the services to the 
other department amounts to illegal retrenchment and illegal 
termination and therefore, is liable to be set aside. He 
contended that as per the aforesaki memorandums, the 
first party was on the rolls of the management as on 


without the compliance of provision of Section 25FW the 
ID Act read with Section 2(oo) thereof. 

Id. First of all coming to foe contention of the first 
party that he joined the services of the said Institute with 
the pennissioii of the management (thtough MWl) cannot 
be accepted MWl in his cross-examination in no uncertain 
terms has denied the suggestion for the first party that he 
had given any permission to join duty in the said Institute. 
The first party had taken the support of Ex. W7 to say that 
MWl has signed the said document at Ex. W7(a) arid that 
goes to show that he had knowledge of first party joining 
the above said Institute and had given his implied consent 
for the said purpose. It was rightly argued for the 
management that MWl has signed only the Identity 
Certificate at the request of the first party muf that cannot 
te taken^a proof to suggest that he had Jtyen any 
permission fo the first party to join the institute and 
thereafter at arty time can come back to the management 
and rejoined the duty. The other contention of the first 
party that he had signed the attendance register on 
21-5 -97 and therefore, he must be presumed to have joined 
the duty as such he was on duly and under the employment 
of management from that day onwards also cannot be 
attached any importance as the management has’d&me out 
With the case that the first party signed the attendance 
register kept in the hail of the officer without the permission 
of the iiiaitagemeitt and was disallowed to resume duty. 
Even otherwise, merely because the first party signed the 
attendance register, jit cannot be said that he was allowed 
to resume doty, with the permission of the management. 
HowCVef. 1 find substance in the arguments advanced for 
the first party that he being a permanent employee under 
the management serving it for about a period Of 13 years 
and was working as a Time Scale Farm Worker as on the 
date he was refused work by the management, his services 
could not have been dispensed with by the management 
without following certain settled legal procedure and the 
principles of natural justice. As per the very contention of 
the management, the first party has committed the 
misconduct in the first instance by remaining absent from 
duty unauthorisedly and in the second instance joined the 
duty inthesaid Institute as a permanent worker and worked 
there for about a period of 50 days without the permission 
and iftjtimation of the management, which permission was 
necessary by the first party as an employee, therefore, 
when if is the case of the management that the first party 
committed misconduct in the light of his above said 
unauthorized absence and the act of joining the above 
. said Institute, it was incumbent on the part of the 
management to have conducted departmental enquiry 
against the first party before his services could be 

terminated. 
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11. As seen above, as per the memorandums issued 
by the management marked before this tribunal at Ex. W1 
and W3 and the letters at Ex. W4 and 5, the first party was 
on the rolls of the management as on October 1997 as per 
Ex. W1 and in fact, he was issued with the memorandum 
seeking the explanation for his unautorized absence and 
whether he had joined any organization during the said 
period. It is not understandable as to what prevented the 
management in not proceeding ahead in pursuance to the 
said memorandum, taking disciplinary action against the 
firs party by holding a regular departmental enquiry. The 
management was supposed to conduct such an enquiry 
so as to ascertain and to find out as to whether the first 
party remained unauthorised^ absent from duty thereby 
committing the misconduct and whether he joined duties 
with other organization without the permission of the 
management and was committed misconduct under the 
Rules, Regulations and the Standing Orders of the 
management. Therefore, without conducting any such 
enquiry and giving an opportunity of hearing to the first 
party, it was* not fair and proper on the part of the 
management to have terminated the services of the first 
party by refusing work to him on the ground that he had 
joined the services of the other organization without 
permission and that he remained unauthorisedly absent 
from duty for the period in question. In the result as argued 
for the first party, the action of the management in 
terminating his services tantamount to retrenchment and 
since undisputedly there was no compliance of Section 
25F of the ID Act, it is a clear case of illegal termination 
liable to be set aside as unjustified, illegal and void ab initio. 

12. In the light of the aforesaid findingit goes without 
saying that the first party is entitled to be reinstated in 
service however, keeping in view the facts and 
circumstances of the case, the first party, in my opinion 
deserves no back wages from the date of the termination 
till the date of his reinstatement. The period In between the 
date of termination and date of reinstatement shall not be 
counted for the piirpose of continuity of service and other 
consequential benefits. Hence the following award: 

AWARD 

The management is directed to reinstate the first 
party in service with immediate effect without back wages 
from the date of termination till the date of reinstatement. 
The period elapsed between the date of termination and 
the date of reinstatement shall be discounted for the 
purpose of continuity of service and other consequential 
benefits. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA, transcribed by her, corrected and 
signed by me on 7th July 2006). 

A. R S1DDIQU1, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. SSttL—Iti pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT- 
2/122 of 1999) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, No. II, Mumbai as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. Richardson 
andCruddas Ltd. and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 24-07-2006. 

[Nq. L-42012/237/1998-IR(DU)l 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXHK 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 AT MUMBAI 

PRESENT; 

Shri A. R Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/122 of!999 

Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Richardson & Cruddas Ltd. 

AND 

Their workmen. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the employer : Mr. S. Z. Chowdhary, Advocate, 

Mr R G. Satam, Representative 
For the workman : Mr. S. S. Malye, Representative 
Dated: 17th March, 2006 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, by its order No. L-420I2/237/98/IR(DU) dated 
6-5-1999 in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2A of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 
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“Whethor the action of the management of 
M/s. Richardson ACii*^0972)Ud*Byoufltta 
Works, Eypulla, Mwhbii400008hyt«rarin«ia|the 
service of Mr. Mohan D. gfttngote, ™ pf*n ww illegal 
and justified 7 If not, to what relief the worionanis 
entitled r 

2. TT w W|f taMM ^A*a"R Skiwantu ivm imyrlfTrfl 

with First Party as a Driver ftom 27-12-1985 gadJus last 
drawn salary wasRs, sooo p,m According to Union who 
raised disiwte for workman Mohan D. Shingote made out 
case that workman Mohan D, Shingote was terminated by 
First Party iWegaUy andihraddbe reinstated with benefits 
offWi wagM Tto said diipme i* related by the Fir* P^ 
byfilir*fi^E*9eoi*eudiii^^ 

Mohan D. Shingote was just proper and does not require 
any interference. On the basis of the pleading issues were 
framodat Ex. U and when matter was fixed fbr evidence, 
both parties in the Lok Adalat held on 17-54006 came to 
amieaWe settlement by filing puraUs Ex. 47and prayed to 
dispose of the Reference accordingly. Accordingly, 
Reference of Mohan D. Shingote ia dlipQsod of as per Ex. 
47. Hence the order: 

CMMGR 

Reference stands disposed of as settled in Lok 
Adalat vide purahis Ex. 47. 

AA LAD, Presiding Omccr 
Ex. Bin 47 

Ref, CGIT-2/U2 of 1999 
ahi se kcs a nd 

AND 

Aff^in >ym of Eng i neeri ng Wmksm 

********** 

Mr. S. Z. Chowdhaiy, Advocate for Company 

Mr. Shingote, Workman present in person 

Mr, R Q, Satam, Officer, Personnel for Man* gwooni . 

Mr. S. S. Matye, Representative for Urdo^We^^ 

The Union Representative mates that hetory is 
cl o ned an d all w ork itm 1 t*tc*w vys 

Mr. S, Z. Chowdhary, after tiki n g ii a tro ctioiu is 
agreeable to pay Retrenchment Compcamtion tittdmo of 
termination. 

The Panel suggested payment of compulation on 
last drawn salary at tints of temunatienbrn years of service 
tiU today be tata for calculation of legrt duos. 

After discussions, the company has agreed to pay 
to the workman ; 


>flft f^fnaeniHtinnaatfwt miyhffd****** °ftSiiflOT 

wages for eveny completed year gf servicefrom 
<hueofc mp lo yr nsnttill3l-3>^X16qnttebaiiaof 
wages last drawn on date of tora tiostipf 1 of 
sgyto on 23-12-1995. 

(b) Company shall pay gratuity to workman in 
aooacdance with the payment of gratuity Act 
ftomdste of appoimmetn till23*12*1993 ou ts at 
drawn wages on 13-12-1995 and entitled to 
earned wages, bonus and encashment of leave 
wages, if any. 

(c) The workman shall not be entitled to 
reinstatement and/or back wages and all bis 
claim in reference CGrr-2/122 of 1999 and in 
respect of employment. 

(d) The above payments will be made within 6 
months fiom today. The Company shall assist 
the workman to daimP. F. amount from Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. 

Both the parties agree dun above Reference is settled 
aaticaifytatetnw mentioned he^ 

Settlement is therefore recorded. 

Mumbai 

Dated: 17-3-2006 

Read and explaM in Marathi 

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/- 

(S.Z.Chowdhwy) (S.S.,M|fre) (RG.Satam) 

Advocate fbr Secretary of AEW Officer 

Company 

Sd/- 

(MohanDevnm Shingote) 

Workman 

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/- 

(S,Aata) (Kt S. jpt<*pw) (AbhayKnlkami) 

Award be drawn acoordistgly. 

Sd/- 

(A. A LAD) 

Presiding Officer 
17-34006 

M %#, 24 , 2006 

EE 1112, —tiNPw ffm* 1*47 (1*47 

us 14 ) uk m 17 krmywufr, %uflu warn w g &uflPw m 
% ududu %u.sNv Mwuff^uufeunfitft % 
tiH «fyiw4f feftfpi sftihPwi fent^f sftrtPw 

ssftimwsw wiussuti.-H, ^sf %uuii (xM wmqit 
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New Delhi, the 24th July, 2006 

S.O. 3332. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. C0IT- 
2/13 of2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. II, Mumbai as shown in the 
Annexure itl the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Bharat Electronics Limited 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-07-2006. 

[No. L-40011/4/2000-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. RAT MUMBAI , 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/13of 2001 

Employers in relation to the management of 
Bharat Electronics Limited. 

The General Manager, 

Bharat Electronics Ltd., 

L-l, M. I. D. C. Area,Taloja. 

AND 

Their workmen. 

J. B. Pagar and 139 Ors., 

C/o Bharat Electronics Ltd., 

Plot No. L-l, MIDC Industrial Area, 

Taloja, Raigad-410208. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the employer : S/Shri George Kuiian, K. S. Benson, 
Ms. Gita Raut and Ms. Theresa 
Benson, Advocates. 

For the workman : Mr. B. G. Kulkami, Advocate. 

Date of reserving Award: 13th May, 2006 
Date of passing of Award: 26th May, 2006 

AWARD—PARTI 

The Under Secretary to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour, (Bharat Sarkar), New Delhi, sent this 
reference in exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 


CRygrg-r-§Ec.3(h» 


Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and the Schedule of reference is as follows: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management Pf 
M/s, Bharat Electronics Ltd., Taloja in maintaining 
disparity and discrimination in granting wage group 
to Sh. J. B. Pagar and 169 others is Jegal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workmen 
concerned are entitled V 

2. To substantiate the subject matter of the reference 
Second Party Workmen by Statement of Claim at Exhibit 10 
submit that First Party is a Company established under the 
Company Law and having factory at I* J, M. I. D. C. Area, 
Taloja, District Raigad The 1st Party is mainly engaged in 
manufacturing Defence requirements and fall under the 
Ministry of Defence. Workmen working there at? the 
permanent employees whose names are given in Annexure 
A. However, they were put in the wage groups as shown in 
Annexure B. According to Workmen they noted that their 
wages are not fixed in wage group ip considering with the 
wage group of employees of similar cadre. They felt that, 
they are not getting benefits as other employees am getting 
working in the same field and doing same type of work. All 
are qualified non-SSC plus I. T. I. certificate holders and 
employed in Wage Group III. However, some of same 
qualification have been directly given wage Group IV The 
employees prior to the appointment of employees having 
qualification of S. S. C. plus I. T. I. certificate are dumped 
with lower wage group i.e. wage group III. According to 
them while placing them in the wage groups discrimination 
was made by 1st Party with intention to deprive the benefits 
of wages as given to the employees for doing similar type 
of work. S/Shri A H, PatU, S. N. Kamble who possess 
S. S. C. plus I. T. I. Certificate are placed in Group IV directly. 
Whereas Girish Sathe of same qualificsri<m§ is placed in 
wage Group II. Shri Kale, Shri Ponknshe, Shri Gawande, 
Shri Anasane and others are of same qualifications placed 
in group VIII whereas others are lowered down to wage 
Group VII. Whereas S/Shri Phadke, Joshi and Bhoir were 
appointed were placed in wage Group I) and after that who 
were appointed were placed in wage Group J. They raised 
the dispute before Assistant Labour Commissioner, Labour 
Ministry, Central Government, Sion, Mumbai, who 
recommended the same to the Central Government, which 
was referred here for adjudication. So they prayed that the 
disparity in maintaining the wages of the employees 
involved in the reference be removed incase of J. B. Pagare 
and others and 169 involved in the reference. 

3. This prayer is disputed by the 1st Party by filing 
written statement at Exliibit 11 stating that reference is not 
maintainable in the present form as disparity and 
discrimination allegedly claimed by the Workmen involved 
in the reference cannot be called as Industrial Dispute. In 
fact all employees are not aggrieved by the so called 
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disparity pointed out by the Workmen involved in the 
reference since there is no community of interest which is 
mandatory requirement for such an industrial dispute. It is 
submitted that the reference should be thrashed out. It is 
stated that J. B Pagar and other 169 cannot represent the 
entire workmen working with the 1st Party There is Union 
by name Kamgar Confess which is having 451 workers 
working with the 1st Party. Initially they were represented 
by another Union viz. Bharat Electronics Employees 
Association. Since file JCamgar Congress did not espouse 
file role case of Pagar and other 169 employees have joined 
together. However, they were unable to capture the entire 
workers working with the 1st Party- Besides, no specific 
case is made out by them. They cannot claim any relief as 
prayed. Said wages were given as per the settlement took 
place through the recognized Union. The alleged disparity 
claimed by the Workmen involved in the reference was 
considered py the State Industrial Tribunal at Thane in 
|Jt)'No.'il' of 1$92 and according settlement 
took place between the recognized Union and 1st Party 
and said Reference was withdrawn. The subject matter, 
Involved in the reference, was adjudicated by the Thane 
Industrial tribunal in the above referred Reference. Since 
jrelief was given to them, which they got by virtue of 
settlement which took place in the light of the Thane 
Industrial Dispute pending in the Court, it is submitted 
that, ifie reference in the present form is not maintainable 
as it hits by principles of resjtkfic^- Since reference is not 
maintainable as well as hit by the principles of res judicata 
and since they have got relief, it is submitted that the 
reference deserves to be rejected 

4. Considering the dispute raised and stand taken by 
both, by fifing affidavit at Exhibit 20,1st Party request to 
decide Issues 1 to 6 as preliminary issues. However, while 
dicidmg Exhibit 20 ipy feedecessor observed that, ojity 
Issue Nos. I and 3 as preliminary Issues can be decided 
and kept the remaining issues open to decide later. As a 
result of said order passed on Exhibit 20,1 am taking Issue 
Nos. 1 and 3, at this stage to decide as preliminary. 


Issues which I answer as follows: 


’ Issue 

Findings 

1. Whether the reference constituted 

Yes 


an Industrial dispute as defined 
under Section 2K. of the Industrial 
disputes Act‘7 


3. Whether tfie reference is not 

No 

maintainable as averred in paras 


j and 2 of the Witten Statement. 


fEA&QW: . ... “'■■■"■ 



5.1st Party has contended that subject matter of the 
reference does not fall within the definition of Section 2(k) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Dispute raised by the 


2nd Party regarding their wages and disparity made in the 
wages between employees involved in the reference and 
other employees working in the 1st Party’s establishment. 
According to 1st Party said question cannot be challenged 
by the 2nd Party in the reference, as Section 2(k) of Industrial 
Disputes Act does not cover it. Whereas case made out by 
the 2nd Party Workman is that, dispute raised by it very 
well fall within Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
Even Competent Authority considered it and referred it for 
adjudication. When it is referred and sent for consideration, 
1 st Party cannot raise dispute regarding the subject matter 
of the dispute contending that, question involved in the 
reference, cannot fall within Section 2(k) of Industrial 
Disputes Act. 

6. Let us see what is definition of‘industrial dispute’ 
given under Section 2(k) of Industrial Disputes Act. 
Definition of ‘industrial dispute’ given u/sec. 2(k) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act reads like this: 

“Sec. 2(k); ‘industrial dispute’ means any dispute or 
difference between employers and employers, or 
between employers and workmen, or between 
workmen and workmen, which is connected with the 
employment of nop-employment or file term? of 
employment or with the conditions of labour, or any 
person.” 

As per it industrial dispute mean?, any dispute or 
difference between employers and employers or between 

employer* and workmen. .So, this Section i.e. 

2(k) of Industrial Disputes Act covers any dispute or 
difference between the employers and workmen- H ere as 
.per the 2nd Party, there is disparity in giving wages to the 
weaker* who are involved in the reference and who are not 
but wfio are in the establishment of Party I. So in my 
considered view, the subject matter of the Reference i.e. 
alleged disparity made in the wages by the 1st Party 
definitely fall under section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act and it is well within the jurisdiction and ambit of Section 
2(k) of the Industrial Disputes Act under which Competent 
Authority has sent for adjudication to this Tribunal. So I 
answer this issue in the affirmative. 

Issue No. 3: 

7. Another point is raised by the 1st Party stating 
that, on number of counts the reference is not maintainable. 
It take grbund that, there are no specific allegations and 
grievance are of vague nature which cannot fie adjudicated 
by this Tribunal and, is not maintainable. Besides, it is 
stated that J. B. Pagar and other 169 workers cannot raise 
their individual grievances in the form of industrial dispute 
under the guise of it and compel the Competent Authority 
to refer the reference to this Tribunal as well as 'compel this 
Tribunal to decide it. Whereas case of the 2nd Party is that 
Section 2(k) of Industrial Disputes Act itself empowers the 
employee to raise such ^-dispute. If we read the definition 
of Section 2(k) of Industrial Disputes Act, at the cost of 
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repetition we find it covers dispute between employers 
and employers and it also covers dispute between 
employers and employees. In that respect the dispute raised 
by the Second Party J. B. Pagar and others is a dispute 
between the employers and employees. It is a matter of 
record that, some got wages and disparity is made against 
J. B. Pagar and others referred in the dispute while giving 
wages to them. 

8. It is a matter of record that J. B. Pagar and others 
169 have daimed that disparity is made bythe 1st Party in 
giving wages to them as others of that category are getting 
wages of higher class. There was a reference of Union by 
Kamgar Congress who have over451 workmen and Kamgar 
Congress is representing them. The case of the 1st Party is 
that, there is no provision in Industrial Tribunal to give 
right to one workman like warkmeaiovohttd m the reference 
to raise such dispute. But as stated above, dispute can be 
raised by workmen against workmen. Here it is matter of 
record that Pagar and others i 69 are saying that disparity 
is made by the First Party while giving wages to them as 
others are getting wages of Group VI whereas these 
workmen, involved in the reference, are getting wages of 
Group III. In fact 1st Party cannot make such distinction 
amongst the employees who are of the same cadre and of 
same scale. It is alleged that, there is no uniformity while 
giving wages to the workers working with the 1st Party as 
the workmen involved in the reference claim disparity. 
When dispute is raised by the employees, involved in the 
reference and when there is disparity in the wages which is 
not disputed it can be treated, as dispute u/sec 2(k) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. So in my considered view, the 
objection raised by the I st Party in paragraphs 1 and 2 of 
the written statement, does not come in the way of the 2nd 
Party to push their demand as referred in the reference for 
adjudication at the hands of this Tribunal. So I conclude 
that, reference is maintainable and I answer the Issue to 
that effect. 

9. In view of the discussions made above, I conclude 
that, the subject matter of the reference squarely fell under 
definition of Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes Act 
and said reference is maintainable. Hence, I pass the 
following order: 

ORDER 

(a) Reference is maintainable; 

(b) Dispute squarely fall under Section 2(k) of 
Industrial Disputes Act; 

(c) Both the parties are directed to appear for 
adjudication on other issues on 25th July, 2006. 

Mumbai, 

26th May, 2006. 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
^ 25 Ijwf, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 25th July, 2006 

S.O. 3333.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 187/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. I, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Narora Atomic Power Project and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on25-07-2006. 

[No. L-42012/98/1999-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIS. S. BAL, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. L 
NEWDELHI 

L D. No. 187/99 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Shri S. K. Aggarwal, 

S/o Shri Raghunath Prasad Aggarwal, 

Aggarwal Mohalla, 

Sasni District, Mahamaya Nagar, 

Mirqj-204216. ... Workman 

Versus 

Chief Administrative Officer, 

Narora Atomic Power Project, 

Deptt.'of Atomic Energy, 

Govt. of India, Narora, 

Bulandshahr, U. P-203001. ... Management 

APPEARANCES: 

None for the workman 
Shri Sanjay Aggarwal A/R for Management 
AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-420I2/98/99-IR (DU), dated 26-8-99 
has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication:— 

SC HED ULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Narora 
Atomic Power Project, Deptt of Atomic Energy, Govt. 
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of India, Narora in teiratnating the services of Shri S. 

K. Agarwal, U. D. C. is legal andjustified ? Ifnot, to 

what relief he is emitted and from what date V 

2. Brief facts of this case as culled from pleadings 
are that the workman was employed as Upper Divisional 
Clerk in the Narora Atomic Power Project, Narora District 
Bulandshahar U. P. He received the chargesheet dated 
3-6-1987 from Chief AdodsistimiveOfficer, Narora Atomic 
Power Project of the management respondent containing 
two charges alongwith doaanents etc. He was not allowed 
to inspect relevant reootdor.files hut he sent reply to the 
chargesheet and requested the supply of certified copies 
of the 9 documents relied upon by the prosecution. 
Thereafter Shri M. M Lai was appointe d as Enquby Officer 
and Shri V. Chellappa, A, P. O. N. A. P P., Narora was 
appointed as Presenting Officer vide letter dated 2-12-87. 
ShriM M. Lai, Inquiry Officer informed the applicant vide 
his letter dated 1-7-1988 that he shall hold preliminary 
hearing of tire case on 22-1-1988 at 10 A. M. in room 
No. 10, First Plop? Main Administrative Building and 
directed the applicant to attcndthe samebtrt he informed 
the enquiry officer that it would not be possible fbrtum to 
attend the enquiry on account of lack of money or due to 
tight financial position. He was informed by the Enquiry 
Officer that he shall commence the oral enquiry on 10-8-88 
and on the basis of preliminary enquiry report dated 
13-104J8 Director Department ofthe 4 Atoms Energy Power 
Project Bombay in his capacity as Disciplinary Authority 
who was disciplinary authority removed from service 
forthwith vide his order dated 6-6-89 while holding him 
guilty of only charge No. 1. He also informed the applicant 
that an appeal against this order may be preferred to the 
Additional Secretary G. O. I. within 45 days from the date 
of receipt'of this order by him, if he so desires and the said 
order was communicated to the applicant on 24-6-89 vide 
letter dated22-6-89 of Chief Administrative Officer, Norma. 
The appellate Authority dismissed the said appeal 
confirming the penalty of removal of service vide order 
dated 11-5-90. He has not been paid salary from June, 86 to 
24-6-89 thcmgh he remained in the employment of the 
oppositepaity and he was not placed under suspension 
during this period. He challenged the impugned order of 
removal on the various grounds such as that the enquiry 
officer was not competent,Enquiry officerand disciplinary 
authority were not having jurisdiction. It was Director of 
the Departmentwho was competent and that to was not 
supplied copies of all 9 documents relied upon by the 
management No proper and reasonable opportunity was 
given to him to file his written statement of defence and 
that enquiry officer didnmadoptproper procedure as the 
presenting officer did not present the evidence to prove the 
charges in ex parte evidence; that ex parte enquiry cannot 
substitute the regular enquiry, the workman was not in a 
position to defend himself as he was not paid salary since 
June 86, the order of removal was ser v ed upon him on 
24-6-89. The charges against him were levelled arbitrarily 


in a me chanic al manner with close mind-because the 
appellate older dated 11-5-1990 arriving at conclusion of 
upholding dismissal order even without hearing the 
applicant and without recording any findingon the points 
raised in the memo of appeal dated24-7-89 and as such it is 
no order in the eye of law as the workman was not given 
proper opportunity to defend himself. The proposed penalty 
is harsh and disproportionate to the alleged misconduct, 
that the reference is also not made by appropriate authority. 
Inview of the above grounds the inqn^^oidei^ieaioval 
from service dated 6-6-81 is sought to be quthsed with 
reliefs of reinstatement in service with all consequential 
benefit* and&ftback wages and continuity of service and 
payment of his salary from June, 86 to 24-6-89and he also 
claims that he be paid salary alongwith costs. 

3. This reference has been contested by the 
managementby filing written statement raising preliminary 
objections that workman has no right to agitate any 
grievance against the findings of the enquiry officer as he 
failed to defend himself (hiring the enquiry which was 
proceeded ex parte. That the workman was served with a 
memorandum of charge under rule 14 of the CCS(CCA) 
Rules, 1965, vide memorandum No. NAPP/Adm/5(24)/DC- 
6/87-S/4427 dated 3-6-87 alleging unauthorized absence 
from 7-8-86 to 22-12-86,27-12-86 to 7-1-87 and 12-1-87 
onwards and habitual absence in the past at frequent 
intervals without permission of the competent authority 
and misbehaviour with a colleague, Shri K. C. Sharma, 
A. A. O. on 9-4-87. An enquiry was ordered against him in 
respect of the above charges. He did not appear in the 
enquiry and enquiry proceeding was conducted ex parte 
as per rule 14ofCCS(CCA) Rules, 1965. Workman then 
preferred an appeal against tho order which was dismissed 
and the enquiry proceedings are legal and order of dismissal 
of woikman is proper and legal. He was afforded reasonable 
opportunity to defend. There is no violation of principle of 
natural justice. In view of the above facts the claim is sought 
to be dismissed 

4. Written statement was followed by replication' 
wherein the c o n trove rted facts in the written statement 
were refuted and contents of the claim statement were 
reiterated to be correct aadtiie case was posted for evidence 
of the management by way of affidavit on 
2-8-2004 but the workman did not himself appeared and 
adduced evidence despite many opportunities being 
afforded thereafter on 2-8-2004, 13-10-2004, 20-12-04, 
24-2*4)5,25-4-05,15-6-05,18-8-05, 24-10-05,19-12-05, 
16-2-06, 17-5-06 and today 17-7-06. It appears that the 
workman is not interested in the prosecution of this case 
giving rise to the presumption that be does not dispute the 
action of; the management Hence No Dispute Award is 
accordingly passed holding that the action of the 
management in terminating the services of the workman 
Shri S. K. Agarwal, U. D. C. is legal and justified. File be 
consigned to record room. 
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Further it is ordered that the requisite number of copies 
of this award may be forwarded to the Central Govt, for 
necessary action at their end. 

Dated: 17-7-06 

S. S. B AL, Presiding Officer 
25*JGT$, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 25th July, 2006 

S.O. 3334 . —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 108/ 
2000 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, New Delhi-I, now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Indian Airlines and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
25-07-2006. 

[No. L-l 1012/82/2000-IR (C-I)] 
S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 

OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, NEW DELHI 

I. D. No. 108/2000 
In the matter of dispute between: 

ShriRaja Ahmad Khan and 13 others 

Through The President/The Secretary, 

Indian Airlines Kamgar Sangathan, 

3593, Gali Hakim AliBuAli, 

Darya Ganj, New Delhi-110001. . .Workman 

Versus 

The General Manager (Personal), 

I. G. I., Airport Terminal-I, 

New Delhi. .. .Management 

APPEARANCES: 

None for the workman. 

Ms. Poonam Dass A/R for management. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-11012/82/2000-UIR (C-I), dated 


27-9-2000 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Indian 
Airlines, New Delhi in not regularizing Shri Raja 
Ahmad Khan and 13 others mentioned in the 
Annexure A attached with the reference and 
termination of their services by verbal order w.e.f. 
26-10-99 are legal and justified ? If not to what relief 
the workmen are entitled to V 

2. On receipt of reference notices were issued to the 
parties. In response to the notice claim statement was filed 
by the workmen claiming that they are working with the 
respondent for more than 240 days and are claiming 
regularization. 

3. The claim was contested by management by filing 
written statement. 

4. After completion of the pleadings the case was 
posted for evidence of the workmen but none for the 
workmen appeared and adduced evidence despite as many 
as 25 hearings and the management, however, adduced 
evidence by filing affidavit of Shri Vijay Kumar, Senior 
Manager (Personnel) for the management in support of its 
case. It appears that the workmen are not interested to 
contest the reference. Even otherwise claim of regularization 
is not maintainable in view of the recent judgement of the 
Supreme Court captioned as Secretary Vs. Uma Devi are 
pertinent and applicable to the present case. 

“.Would certainly therefore, consistent with 

the scheme for public employment, this Court while 
laying down the law, has necessarily to hold that 
unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 
appointee, if it is a contractual appointment, the 
appointment comes to an end at the end of the 
contract. If it were an engagement or appointment 
on daily wages or casual basis, the same would come 
to an end when it is discontinued. Similarly, a 
temporary employee could not claim to be made 
permanent on the expiry of his term of appointment.” 

5. In view of the above discussions the claim for 
regularization of 13 workmen is not tenable and the 
claim for reinstatement also remains unsubstantiated 
in the absence of any evidence by the workmen in 
support of their claim. As such the workmen are not 
entitled to’the relief of regularization despite the fact 
that they have worked for more than 240 days. It 
appears that the workman are not interested in 
contesting the claim and as such a No Dispute Award 
is accordingly passed and file be consigned to record 
room. 

Dated: 7-6-06. 

S. S. BAL, Presiding Officer 
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AWARD 

This ita dispute referred u/s 10(l)(d) of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 by the Government of India, Ministry 
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New Delhi, the 25th My, 2006 

S.O. 3335.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No, 61/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad, now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofONGC Ltd. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 25-07-2006. 

[Nb. L-30012/102/1996-01(01)] 
S.S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

ShriT. Ramachandra Reddy, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 26th day of June, 2006 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No, 61/2004 

[Old 1T1D(C) No. 18/97 transferred from Industrial 
TribunaUcunULabou r Court, Vlsakhapatnam] 

BETWEEN: 

V, \hia Prafcash and 3 5 others, 

C/o Sri K Bala Krishna, Advocate, 

D. No. 45-50^20, Sevenhffls, 

Abidnagar. Akkayyapalem, 

Visakhapatnam ... Petitioners 

AND 

The Assistant Executive Director, 

ONGC Ltd., 

Krishna Godavari Project, 

Rajahmundry ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner ; Sri K. Bala Krishna, 
Advocate. 

For the Respondent : M/s. M. N. Aditya and 
D. Jagannadha Murty, 
Advocates. 


of Labour and Employment, New Delhi xtde its order 
No L-30012/102/96-IR(C-I) dated 27-8-1997 to tix Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Laboor Court, Visakhapatnam raised by 
Mr. V. WraPrakashand 35 others againstthe Respondent, 
Oil and Natural Gas Cot p o mtioai in dj ady Krishna Godavari 
Project, Rajahmundry represented by its Assistant 
EMSoariveDhector and the Hon*bieTribunal passed ex parte 
Nil Award an6-7-1998. 

2. Aggrieved by the Award the Petitioners filed 
W. P. No. 23149/2002on the 0e of Honlde High Court of 
A R and it was issued on20-11-2002directing the Petitioner 
to file an application to set aside the ex parte award of the 
Industrial Tribunal and farther directed to file the same 
within 4-weeks from receipt of the order. Accordingly, the 
Petitioners fltodthe Interim Application No. I. A 296/2000 
to set aside the ex parte award dated 6-7*98 published on 
26-2-2000 by condolingthedelay of990 days in Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Msakhapatnam. The samewas 
transferred to this Court on a point of jurisdiction and 
numbered as I.D. 61/2004 and I. A 19/2006. 

3. Orders in I. A 19/2006 are pronounced on 

26- 6-2006 dismissing the petition as this tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to entertain the petition after 30 days from the 
date of publication of the award. 

4. Since, I. A19/2006 is dismissed, this case is closed 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phasri Gown, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her, corrected by me on this the 26th day of 
June, 2006. 

T, RAMACHANDRA REDDY, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 
Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 

Mfadl, 27ifms|, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3336.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 295/ 
1998) of the Labour Court, Pune, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Kendriya Vidyalaya, Pune and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-07-2006. 

[No. L-42012/35/1997-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHKIG. S. WANKHEDE, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, THIRD, LABOUR COURT AT PUNE 

Reference (IDA) No. 295/1998 

Government of India/Bharat Sarkar. 

Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantrayala, 

New Delhi ... 1st Party 

AND 

ShriL.N.Mhaske, 

Boys Sports Hostel, 

Kendriya Vidyalaya, 

BEG, Pune-6 ...End Party 

APPEARANCES: 

Smt. Londhe, Adv. for the 1st Party. 

Shri Gopale, Adv. for the Ilnd Party. 

AWARD 
(Dated: 7-7-2006) 

1. This reference is made by Government of India/ 
Bharat Sarkar, Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantralaya, New 
Delhi, u/s. 10(1) and 12(5) read with Sec. 2-A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act for adjudication of the dispute between the 
above referred parties over the following demands: 

“That the Ilnd Party be reinstated with continuity of 

Service and full back wages for the intervening idle 

period.” 

2. The Ilnd Party is absent. His Advocate filed 
application Exh. 39, which is rejected Record indicates that 
the Ilnd party deposed on oath on 17-6-05 since them till 
today he is remain absent and avoid the cross-examination. 
However his 4 adjournment application were granted by 
the Court and last application Exh. 38 was finally granted. 
Even then the Ilnd party did not turn up which indicates 
that he is not interested to proceed with the reference. In 
view of avoiding cross-examination since last one year, his 
examination-in-chief could not consider and accordingly 
discarded. In this way there is no evidence from the Ilnd 
party and therefore, reference stands answer in negative 
for default and for want of prosecution. No costs. 

Place: Pune 

Dated: 7-7-2006 G. S. WANKHEDE, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3337. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 92/97) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, New Delhi as shown in the annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of U. P. State Mineral Development 
Corporation and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 26-7-2006. 

[No. L-29012/21/1997-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1, NEW DELHI 

l.D. No. 92/97 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Shri H. A. Khan, Son of Shri Anwar Ahmed Khan, 
R/o H-61, Nehru Colony, Member, 

Pradesh Kaiya Samiti, 

U. P. State Mineral Development Corporation 
Karamchari Singh, 

32, ChakrataRoad, 

Dehradun ... Workman 

Versus 

Mahaprabandhak, 

U. P. Rajya Khanij Vikas Nigam Limited* 

Pragali Kendra Commercial Complex, 

Second Floor, Kapoorthala, 

Aliganj, Lucknow (U. P.) ... Management 

APPEARANCES: 

Shri H. A. Khan in person. 

None for the management. 
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Amip 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-29012/21/97-1. R. (Vividh) dated 
19-6-97 has referred the following industrial dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication : 

"Whether the action of the management of U. P. Rajya 
Khanij Vikas Nigam Limited, Lucknow in not 
promoting Shri R A. Khan, Welder “B” Grade to the 
post of Chargehand is legal and justified ? If not to 
what relief the workman is entitled to and from what 
date T 

2. Brief facts of this case as culled from record are 
that the claimant workman Shri R A Khan was working as 
“B” Grade Welder was recruited in ‘A’ grade Welder on 
15-11-97 by Mining Corporation of Dehradun in the State 
of U. P. He has been working and was engaged as Welder 
B’ grade w.e.f. 1-6-82 as per rules of the said Corporation 
of Mining Development Corporation U. P. A *B* Grade 
Welder is entitled to be promoted as per rules of promulgated/ 
framed by Mining Development Corporation U. P. A ‘B’ 
Grade Welder having experience of 5 years can be promoted 
to the post of chargehand while a ‘B’ grade Welder with 
having experience of 5 years and 3 years can be promoted 
to the post of chargehand as per rules framed by the U. P. 
Corporation. It is further stated that Mr. H. A Khan 
alongwith other workers was interviewed by the officers of 
the Corporation for promotion on 2/3-5-83 and 7-5-83 and 
he was found fit for promotion after interview one Mr. G. S. 
Bhandan one of the workers who were working as Loader 
Operator has been promoted to the post of chargehand 
man and a oral assurance was given to the workman R A 
Khan that he would be prompted very soon. Shri G. S. 
Bhandan has beat promoted to the post of Loader Operator 
and the post of Chargehand is lying vacant since then. 
The workman has been requesting the officers of the 
Corporation to be promoted to the said post and has given 
a representation dated 26-4-84 but the same was not 
recruited. He has not been promoted to the post of charge¬ 
hand though he has been working there continuously on 
the said post. He has been working on the post of charge¬ 
hand but has been paid wages/salaiy of ‘B’ grade which is 
improper and illegal. In view of the above facts the claims 
that he be promoted to the chargehand w,e.f. 1984 with full 
back wages and charges payable to the chargehand as he 
is entitled to the same. Workman is entitled to be promoted 
to the chargehand and to receive the salary/wages payable 
to the chargehand and as such requested to be promoted 
to the post of chargehand and be given the salary payable 
to the chargehand Workman has enclosed alongwith his 
claim statement appointment letter, letter of interview for 
the post of ‘Chargehand" Application for the post of 
Chargehand application dated 26-6-84 for the post of charge¬ 
hand, application dated 13-10-87 for the post of chargehand, 
application for promotion dated 6-2-90, Mining Mate’s 
certificate of competency under the Mines Act, 1952 dated 


19-9-84, letter dated 1-7-83 from Anil Kumar Sharma, Asstt. 
Mining Engineer to the workman as Welder 'B ’ to report 
for duty at Lambidhar Mining Project Lambidhar, 
Mussoorie, with immediate effect. Certificate dated 18-5-84 
issued by Anil Kumar Sharma, Certificate dated 20-7-85 
issued by Engineer-in-Charge, SMHP, Certificate dated 
2-6-86 issued by ShriU. S. Pandey, Project Manager Norms 
of General Candidates, U. P. State Mineral Development 
Corporatiorii Letter dated 6-5-81 and 15-9-81, 24-4-81, 
internal; Memo dated 24-3-8(Jand 26-3-81, receipts dated 
9-8-81,10-8-81,15-6-81, 10^2, letter dated MI-82 and so 
many other documents which are on record. 

3. The respondent management did not appear 
despite notice and was ultimately proceeded ex parte vide 
order of my learned predecessor Shri K. S. Srivastava on 
28-3-2000. 

4. Workman filed his affidavit in his evidence and he 
adduced his evidence by filing Kis affidavit on 12-9-2000 in 
support of his claim in his evidence and his statement was 
recorded in which he has proved his affidavit as 
Ex. WW1/A. 

5. Workman also filed his written submissions. 

6.1 have given by thoughtful consideration to the 
oral submissions as well as written submissions made by 
the workman, and perused the record and documents 
submitted by him. 

7. From the averments made in the affidavit as well as 
documents placed on record it is proved that the workman 
was appointed/engaged as Welder ‘A’ grade on 15-11-77 
vide order and promoted to ‘B’ grade on 1 -6-82 and he has 
been working on the post of Chargehand w.e. f. 1984. From 
the affidavit it is also proved that he has beep working on 
the post of chargehand since 1984 but he has not been 
paid wages for the work done by himon the post of charge¬ 
hand as such the workman is entitled to be posted to the 
post of chargehand. It is also proved from the documents 
on record and from his averment made by the workman in 
his affidavit it that the workman is having requisite 
experience and is qualified being matriculate. In view of the 
facts placed on record and averments made in affidavit by 
workman, I do not see there is any legal impediment in 
promoting the workman to the post of chargehand on which 
he has been working since 1984. Hence it is ordered that 
the workman be posted as Welder and be paid wages 
payable to him w.e.f. 1984. 

Dated: 17-7-2006. 

S. S. BAL, Presiding Officer 
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^ ftv#, 27 2006 

W. 3H. 3338.—1947 (1947 

14) 4«IRt 17 y(4)K^oito#ol^o 

3^3*1% <*4*61 %RR, SFgm 

3 3fratfn^ ftrarc ^ *k*r a?lfjlPi«b srfvw 

TTTSqT 60/2004 ) # 5RiT%T %, 

*n 7TWTT t £\ 26-7-2006 WcT §3TT «H I 

[4 Ttf-30011/7/2004-3TT3 Wt (faf^TO) ] 

■sft TJTt. 3R^ tifqq 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3338.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 60/2004) 
of t lie Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court. Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of H.P.C.L. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-07-2006. 

[No. L-30011/7/2004-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT 

ShriT. Ramachandra Reddy, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 60/2004 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary, 

HPCL Employees Union (Visakha Refinery) 

Dno.663-3-68/2 ... Petitioner 

. AND 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd., 

Visakha Refinery, Post Bag No. 15, 

Malkapuram, 

Visakhapatnam. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : Sri K. B^lakrishna, Advocate 
For the Respondent : Sri Y. V Sanyasi Row; Advocate 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry' of Labour by its 
order No. L-30011/7/2004-IR(M) dated 28-5-2004 referred 
the following dispute under Section 10(1 )(d) of the I.D. 
Act. 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 


management of M/s. Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd., 
and their workman. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Hindustan Pelroleum Corporation Ltd., Visakha 
Refinery' in reducing the manpower from 4 (four) 

- technicians to 3 (three) Technicians in the Crude 
Distillation Unit I (CDU-I) of the Operations 
Department is legal and/or justified ? If not, to what 
relief the HPCL Employees Union is justified ?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. 
No. 60/2004 and notices; were issued to the parties. 

2. Petitioner’s counsel present and represented that 
the workmen Union is not giving instructions and not 
coming to him and showed his helplessness in filing of 
claim statement, Respondent’s Counsel present. The 
Petitioner Union is given time for filing claim statement 
since 2004. In spite of giving sufficient time the Petitioner 
union did not choose to file claim statement. In view of the 
circumstances, a ’Nil’ Award is passed. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P Phani Gowri. Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her, corrected by me on this the 30th day of 
June, 2006. 

T. RAMACHANDRA REDDY, Presiding Officer. 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL -• 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL ' 

M fe#, 27 HvTlt 2006 

^T. 3tT. 3339. —aftariPoF srftlPm, 1947 (1947 

i4) ^ mr 17 %3Tg*rc"T^, 

■3TFTT §[s<41 % "SR% ■Hq«s "3"4% =h4*R) % 

3tfiROT-II, M (7Ut4 114/2003) 

qHfll %, *Tt 26-7-2006 

*411 

[l-T. Pyf-11012/9/2003-^Tt 31K (fafa*T) ] 
«ft. TT7T. 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3339.—Tn pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 114/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Cottrt-U.New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-07-2006. 

[No. L-l 1012/9/2003-IR (M)l 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM- 
LABOUR COURT, NEW DELHI 

LD. No. 114/2003 

R N. Rai, Presiding Officer 

IN THE MATTER OF : 

Shri Kailash Chander Sharma, 

C/o. Shri Rajinder Pathak, 

H Chamber No. 95, Patiala House Courts, 

TilakMarg, New Delhi-1 IQ 001. 

Versus 


2. M/s. JAC Air Services (P) Ltd., 

Cargo Complex, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-l 1012/09/ 
2003-(IR(M) Central Government dated 29-07-2003 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 


The workman applicant has filed claim statement. In 
the claim statement it has been stated the workman/ 
applicant was serving with the respondent No. 1 since 
1993. The respondent No. 1 is the principal employer and 
No. 2 is the contractor. Many contractors like respondent 
No. 2 have come and gone but the workman remained at 
the same place i.e. the condition employment under the 
supervision of respondent No. 1 as Supervisor (Cargo). 
The copies of appointment letter, Identity Card issued by 
respondent No. 2 are annexed hereto as Annexure W r I to 
S-W-2. 


. That the woikaimi was fiMse^ hnplkmedin acrinmial 
case vide FIR No. 176/99 dafod25-OS-1999u/s. 307/120-B 
IPC which was registered at Police Station Khol, Distt. 
Rowan, Haryana. Due to this reason Die workman was 
arrested by Haryana Police on the intervening night of 

25- 08-1999 while on duty at IGI Airport Cargo Complex. 
However, subsequently workman was granted bail by the 
concerned Ld. Court in the month of November 1999 
immediately after grant of bail the workman approached 
respondent No. 2 and also No. 1 to allow him to join duty 
immediately but both the. respondent did not allow the 
workman to join duty. 

That it is pertinent to mention here that the workman 
was/is neither dismissed in writing nor suspended by the 
respondent. But, however, the act of the respondent for 
not allowing the workman to join and cany out his. duty 
amounts to dismissal u/s. 2(A) of the ID Act, 1947. 

That the workman submitted legal notices through 
his counsel for allowing him to work on 24-11-2000 and 

26- 02-2001. But respondents did not reply to the same. 
Subsequently workman filed demand notice before ALC 
(C), New Delhi on 18-04-2001. However, the said demand 
notice was dismissed by ALC on 18-09-2001 stating that 
there is no relationship between the respondent No. 1 and 
the workman. Hence, the said demand notice is not 
maintainable. The copy of the legal notices and demand 
notice dated 17-04-2001 are annexed as Annexure W-3 to 
W-5. 

That subsequently, the workman filed appeal before 
Regional Labour Commissioner, New Delhi on 18-12-2001 
and 04-09-2002. In persuance to the said appeal which was 
allowed on 19-04-2002 the conciliation proceedings were 
again initiated by the ALC. The respondent No. 1 did not 
participate in the same and respondent No. 2 filed one false 
and frivolous reply on 12-08-2002 stating that after arrest, 
the workman did not approach to join duty to the 
respondents. 

But this reply shall not be admitted in the light of 
legal notices and subsequent conciliation proceedings. 

. Subsequently as the conciliation proceedings failed, the 
present reference was sent vide failure of conciliation report 
on 08-04-2003 to the Ministry of Labour, Government of 
India, New Delhi and later on to this Ld Tribunal for proper 
adjudication; The copy of the demand notice dated 
04-04-2002, reply of the respondent No. 2 rejoinder and 
FOC are annexed hereto as Aimexures W-6 to W-9. 

That when the matter was pending for the reference 
before the appropriate Government on 14-05-2003, the 
workman was Honourable acquitted by the Ld. Additional 
Session Judge, Rewari, Haryana in the above mentioned 
false and frivolous criminal case which was registered vide 
FIR No. 176/99 dated 25-08-1999. The workman immediately 
on 31-05-2003 sent copy of the judgement along with the 
letter of request to the respondent praying to allow him to 


1. The General Manager (Cargo), 
Airport Authority of India, 
New Delhi. 


The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. JAC 
Air Services Pvt. Limited working under the Airport 
Authority of India Limited, New Delhi in terminating 
the services of Shri Kailash Chaiider Sharma is 
justified ? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled ?” 
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be reinstated/join duties with them. However, the workman 
was allowed to join duty by the respondent and they did 
not submit any reply to the same. The copy of the judgment 
dated 14-05-2003, letters and courier receipts are annexed 
hereto as Annexure W-lOto W-13. 

That it is pertinent to mention here that applicant/ 
workman is an Ex-serviceman from the Indian Army and 
was discharged from service as a Havildar with exceptional 
service record and exemplary character The workman is 
unemploy ed since his illegal termination i.e. on 25-08-1999 
and is managing to pull on his family by meagre Army 
Pension of Rs. 1900/- per month. The copy of Army 
Certificate is annexed hereto as Annexure W-14. 

That it is pertinent to mention here that the workman 
in continuous and regular service of the respondent No. 1 
since 1993 and is in the direct supervision of the said 
respondent through respondent No. 2, the workman was 
working under the present respondent No. 2 since 1997. 
The other employers who had been coming and going at 
Cargo Complex but however the workman continued to 
serve under the respondent No. 1 regularly from 1993 till 
his illegal stop/termination on 25-08-1999. The work which 
the workman is carrying out is of perennial nature. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the workman was 
never an employee of Airport Authority of India. It is 
evident from the statement of claim filed by the workman 
that he was deployed by a contractor named M/s. Jac Air 
Services Pvt. Limited. The matter of appointment, service 
condition and termination of the workman were controlled 
and supervised solely by the contractor, who was the 
employer and the workman was the employee of the 
contractor who could deploy him as he wished based on 
his needs and requirements. 

That the present statement of claim filed by Shri 
Kailash Chander Sharma is clearly a misuse and abuse of 
process of this Hon’ble Tribunal. It is respectfully 
submitted that the workman, with an ulterior motive has 
filed the present statement of claim and the same is based 
entirely on incorrect and distorted facts. 

That the Airport Authority of India is a statutory 
body established under the Airport Authority of India Act, 

1994 for the purposes of maintenance and development of 
Airports. It is submitted that during the discharge of its 
statutory and ancillary activities the respondent 
management engaged the services of various contractors 
for providing manpower cargo handling and ancillary 
services. 

The contents of the statement of claim are baseless 
and wrong. It is submitted that the workman was in the 
employment of M/s. Jac Air Services Private Limited with 
w hom an agreement was entered into by the respondent/ 
management for providing cargo handling services. The 


respondent never engaged the workman. The corpus of 
contractors and workers deployed by the contractor kept 
on rotating obviously, the respondent/management could 
not have any record of the period of employment of each 
worker and for that matter of the workman herein. 

' That the workers are engaged by the contractor 
performance of contractual obligation engages the workers 
vide a written agreement, which was executed between the 
respondent/management and the contractor. The said 
agreement is on principal to principal basis and tire workman 
engaged by the contractor are the employees of the 
respective contractors for all purposes and intent. 

That in the instant case also the workman was 
engaged by the contractor i.e. M/s. Jac Air Services Private 
Limited who was responsible for carrying out and managing 
the day-to-day work at site and the workers were deployed 
by the contractor depending upon the exigencies of work, 
as per the job specification of the contract and the 
respondent/management did not exercise any control with 
regard to the deployment of specific worker or with regard 
to any service condition. It is respectfully submitted that 
the workers were governed by the terms and conditions of 
their employment entered by and between the contractor 
and the workmen and were under the direct control and 
supervision of the contractor. Moreover the contractor as 
per minimum wages prescribed by the appropriate authority 
paid the workers deployed by the contractor wages. The 
answering respondent only ensured that contractor 
complied with the provisions of the Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 and other statues. 

That the contractor M/s. Jac Air Services Private 
Limited deployed the workman. It is respectfully submitted 
that the alleged issue is with regard to termination of the 
services of the workman, who was deployed by the 
contractor who was responsible to pay wages to the 
workman and was responsible for carrying out and 
managing day-to-day work at site as per the job 
specification, in accordance with the contract. In the light 
of the above, it is evident that the workers were never in 
the employment of the respondent/management and the 
claim of the workman for reinstatement of respondent/ 
management is entirely misconceived and liable to be 
rejected. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of workman that he 
worked under Respondent No. 1 since 1993. Respondent 
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No. 1 is the Principal Employer and Respondent No. 2 is 
the contractor. Several contractors were changed but the 
workman served Respondent No. 1 as Cargo Supervisor. 
Respondent No. 2 issued appointment letter and Identity 
Card (Annexure W1 to SW 2). 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman in his cross-examination has admitted 
that appointment letter was issued to him by C Hawk Cargo 
Carriers Pvt. Limited which is WEI/A. He has further 
admitted in his cross-examination that salary slip was issued 
by the contractor and PF contribution was deposited by 
the contractor Ex. WE 1/4 to WE 2/4. This admission of the 
workman shows that he worked under the control and 
supervision of the contractor. The contractor issued him 
appointment letter, the contractor issued him salary slips. 
The contractor deposited PF amount so the management 
is not the real controller and supervisor of his work. 

It was submitted that it is the contractor who has 
employed him as per his own admission and the contractor 
issued him salary slips. His services were at the disposal of 
the contractor. He was even removed by the contractor. As 
such Respondent No. 1 i.e. the management has not 
terminated his services. He was falsely implicated in a 
criminal case and the contractor asked him not to resume 
his duties further. An employee who is engaged by 
contractor cannot be taken to be the employee of the 
management. The workman has to prove that he worked 
under the contraband supervision of the management. He 
was assigned duties by the management. In this case these 
characteristic of the control and supervision of the 
management are lacking. The workman has not established, 
that contract is a ruse or camouflage. He has to prove that 
the management has taken him through contractor to 
camouflage his status. In the instant case the contractor 
had the real and effective control. He was engaged by the 
contractor and his services were terminated by the 
contractor. So in view of the decision of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court in (2001) 7 SCC he is not an employee of the Principal 
Employer. 

The reference is regarding the action of the contractor 
and not of the management. The contractor has taken action 
against the workman. The respondent-management does 
not come in the picture in termination of the services of the 
workman. 

The reference is replied thus— 

The action of the management of M/s. JAC Air 
Services Pvt. Limited working under Aitport Authority of 
I ndia Limit ed, New Delhi in terminating the services of Shri 
Kailash Chander Sharma is justified. The workman applicant 
is not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 18-07-2006 

R. N. RAT Presiding Officer 
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26-7-2006 %t3ITO$3n *JT I 

[U Rtf-29012/57/1999-34 SIR (Ww)] 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3340.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 31/99) 
of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kota as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Limestone 
Mine and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-07-2006. 

[No. L-29012/57/1999-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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“Whether the action of the management of 
Shri Ramjidas S/o Ramrichpal Modi, Limestone Mine 
Owner, in not increasing the daily wages and not 
regularising the service of those workmen who have 
completed 240 days of service as per settlement is 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workmen are 
entitled T 
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[TO. l^T-29012/9/2003-^ 3RR (Rrf^tl) ] 

TOt. TR. tte, 3RTTOfTOR 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3341.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/2003) 
of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kota as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation, to the management of Limestone. 
Mine and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-07-2006. 

[No. L-29012/9/2003-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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■sfen TR RFFFTTT % ? «iR* 4tfT, Tit ■q^pKI «t>4 c t>K f%^T 

3T^rfa%*wt.i " 

2. "t^KT, RIFlfaWi 4 FTR R T T'ifl«IS RKHT 

^TWFnff 7£RTT 4 ^TKt ^ Rft I 

3. isnssff R^T RSPJ? 4 k (^F) TIH40< Wfc 

fim %)4i % H$\ ski <*)h ^4 <* y*$<i 3Tf^rf«m 

f^FTr kr t f% srsff arurof P44 m<» % w ^jfJkt 
afagRf ^r sifafM qra ^ grr d t - ffiq q t fak -fft-rt 

^ ^loldll *b4) =hi art^K yr<i % I 13741 % ■3T5TT 8 Tf TT^TFT 

4 w ^ Tkrfsm kft-rt foifa Tt 2-7-02 3 

1%KT «n I ^\, 4?i<k ^T 60 
“SFTfa -ft W R* 70 W$R % 3TO «fn4 ^FT% KT# t$\ 
hRiR^*! %r f«id) ^ft "Mtu, tsih "4 

^FfccT T^T TO 3>lfl « U ^70 ^ 3 tRt ifo - f l H *ft4 
80 7. Tjffl ^4)4 % 3TRT ^l4 «h’V^ ^tdl hc^F <t>£fl? 
1 f^Tcft TTFius MtH, VW§ ^T 2000 

mRihic ^TFT FT 100 ^ %7R *T 2000 ^ 

%R FT ISO ^' H l fa^i gRTi%?rq qw, ^ feTO 

TT^cTpFfr «TW7T ^T%, ^ fw'^ 

R?4 ^ ^TT ^cpj 'F^TT TTRTFT Rh^l T F7T t 

^T ^“hK f«qi u © ■% ^nif4«t> ^ 'SWf-1^8 'FFlt % fciy, 
3Rp f^FTT R W4 ; TT- T R‘'^T 'TFT 11 F^RRT ^T: 
TR!^S'< f^TOT 10-7-02 ^Tt TOpT RTT ^T TO^-2 t 
4^44 3T7R MFTt IqFTlf %flfRTTTSJ 

^T tjHi Pi^l'Ji^ ’’T^T'^T 30-7-02 qiaf ^ ^ci^tqi RTT 
'ft^-TT^F «TR'5cFfF7T T FTT ) f^>'S ojfq^q 'TTfd’«% 
Pi4M'+> rttt ’F RrfPFT wf ^3TT i ^ ^rf^f^l^FTTRnt 
■fer Pi4l'Ji=ti ■qsr =FT <*f^K 9iRich) % ttRt Tfiwtf q Pfft 
l 3TR^3Tf4^f^f^Rntf^wff ^pFH gRJ 


y^fl 8-TJ^T WT-'R T^I'FR 1-7-02 ^ TFFS^T 

>T5R<u ^cT«fi«) ^ ^r arf«#M^ nfaf tar ^ i 

4. 3T5TT*ff Ww ^ ^ TTFTleT '%f^T % 

f^TRT 1-10-03 ^ RFTltoRT ^ ^ RTftaFT ^ 

RFI% fg(6 ' 6 Wfcmft ' ^F F l 3TO ^f ?TPft RfT 1 

5. RTF^ft % 3T<<d)^4 %wff^pFFT 

^3Tt7^f^rran6-2-04 ^ 17-5-06 7FFTm #T^ % 

WRT 'ft STFft 3Tt^ ^ ^ ^T 3R5TT ^ ^ ^ 11 

17-5- 06 wff -^jfFR srfrrftfa % ^ 

^T#n/FRfW t, WRft 2-6-06 ^ f^FFT 

Rft, RFJ ^T % R TTt ^ TT^FFTT ^7T ^3TT, R S7*ff 
^fm^3ft7^^ ^ T fM^ R Mf€^ RT^FT^3TTI3TF5T 
qt UR? ^fWT ^ arft ^ RFFPm°T RTfWTTq^ffSTT ' 

11 w ran; m t f^r ^rmf ^5t ark ^ ^trT ^t 

t^^^'FFT^ I 

PtMtI: 'TTRRFKK, m 'H Itm, -*i f^FrTt ^RT 'q^ORT 
^T 3TfapF>ifa ^ FT M«R fMl ^IFTI % f^SHTFft R4)^T^ 

TSF^R qrf^T«h fiKl T9TR chl4i.n { r>4chi4 % q4i^<) 

■^f ^<e)ciO 'l^T c(h^) ^ chi4qi41 ^^[4n "FF 3T^*T Hfcff % <4l< 
ST^TTR % ^ f I 

%. %. TJRT, RFTFftTT 
27 ^T1^, 2006 

^rr. 3 TT. 3342 ,— r^ arfirPm, 1947 (1947 
^T 14 ) ^ *TKT 17 % 3T3^RT ^ ^^04 TTT^K f^TTFT f^FF 
% TToT^TTR % TRIS Piql^chl 3T^T 44% «fFf®FRf % 

aftgftfiffi arfir^RT, ^7^ 

% H’suti ( 4^4 fRanl 4/2003 ) 5*=hlf^io %, "4) %*?TlF 
7TFFK 26-7-2006 ^Ft TTFcT I^TT «TT I 

[4. Fd-290l2/10/2003-4TTf 3TF (Wv) ] 
4t. O.H. ^Ris, 3T^7 ^rf^R 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3342.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 4/2003) 
of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Udaypur as 
shown in the annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of Hindustan 
Zinc Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 26-7-2006. 

[No. L-29012/10/2003-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 


2415 GI/06—23 
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T^(TF5T.) 

ti^.3tr. Tjfw, tth. : Ttercfo arfwfr 

Uc*>K<J| tiwi : 4/2003 
3TT.%^7TT5TR) 

#7T%TT%T4 # VllPfldld %, 
f%7TT: 284-^HI 

w,‘5^jt(m) . ..%f 

®PTW 

r 

yfs-^t-qn f%> RlPl^S, 

UKT-'Ji'Hcn ^%7, TT^fT, 

"4^, f^icii (7TO.) ... 'PPWift 

m%rT: 

Tmf : 3n4f%3Jt% 

f^TT^T: 27-6-2006 

'TT3T 3334517% ?R H5IIM4 %) 33f%44T 73353?: TJ£T-290l2/ 
10/2003-%.33R (TJTT) M* : 16-4-03 7T4T 7-6-05 

% SKT ftH )j >R1 ^FT * 3 3 *31^ 4 %t STfaftpfa %g ftPlfl PwUN il 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Hindustan Zinc Ltd. in retrenching Sh. Rajesh Ghavri 
S/o Sh. Shantilalji w.e.f. 28-3-2002 is justified or not ? 
If not, what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

Ttt 33T7FT 44 4374 33T4T 47 *4T4rtf4 STTT 

f*4T4T: 7-5-03 %t Pl4ft<! S34-41* 3%3T : 4/03 % 
f%4T ^TT4R WfTCH %t %fe33 7% %, 

$m ^T3n«ff %t afa^ % 

ft?Hl T T4T! . 

I 

33T4f <i^i <HiqO %tarir^ft : 22-6-06 %t y.efc a%c;-i 
44133 3-f T^T-m 44 347<jn f%4T 443 f% gw 3TT% 

3R54T: 70 f* : 27-3-02 % "SRI 4T*ff %t *141*14* t%4T 4T 1333 


33T%%T3TO%%%t afrc^ 1,65,774 % 29,984 7 %%*t 
f4K'3«h' Mm : 811617 % 29984 f*%4> : 27-3-02 »ft% 
itf%T f%$T % ^ I 133 3TT% 4 73% %t 4T8?f % 7*3%T7 4>7 %4T 

t' I 133 4>K U I 3T4 f%RPfRT Ph*fl iJCMK 45T%ti? aT^ffrt 

* 1 ^T TITT? % 13PRT*. "MKtf- tn^KSKl 133 -43433^4 %? ^%*33 

% 33 7 4 7 4 133 3TT7T4 w 33% 4Tf74 4R 4P3T 33T45R %t 

fWJT f*4T % f% fawT W44 f%34FT f% %., 4^3 
‘5T3T #7T%TT4f?%t 33% 47533 : 70 f* : 27-3-02 ^ 
%T •HHlPd ‘3f% % % f 3t«TT %f faWt W«R ^ %3TT 
U'tiK W •33f^ c r)i0 %f't i "%f "3^T 

U^I3 3FITi -qTf3tT ^3% R3 37^TcT f I %f 5T3T 3^=T 

'33T%T3^ f^WT ^ 3T<PTt 37^^% ^RRT 'I I 

%f %r ^ t 8 ^ ^ ^ f^wt % 3T% ^st t, 

■3% %f 3T5^ % ^5*1 <1 % I f3«# ^3T y«tf»<Uf % 

#rf^^3T wr^arftnr« hi4«mCI wrr%f%lf i 

HT3cT 3T3^T3 % m ^31 tfRTT ^R3 ^ ^T^TT 

■%t ^3 H-qi«i '53? T nftti f%i 'vflTtn % f^r: The action of 
the management of Hindustan Zinc Ltd. in retrenching Shri 
Rajesh Ghavri S/o Shri Shantilal Ji w.e.f 28-3-2002 is justified 

Hence workman is not entitled to any relief. 

W xenn'Misf VT33T ?PT I 

*73^3 3Tri %RfRt ari%T3t 

27 ^1^, 2006 

W.33T. 3343.—arft#m, 1947 (1947 
^T14) 4ft riT3T 17 % 3T^R°I ffi p S ^ l TH fiN» 
%. % TRritr? % 3=TO *M%f afri yifa> i (f % ^r, 
Pif^^a^i^iPi^ afhjtPTsrarf^erK«i % 9R 

Wf, '3*433 % W (33% 333531 3/2003) 45t 
43%f, % %%433345K% 26-7-2006 % ’5TTO^ari 4TI 

[33. T^T-29012/11/2003-a3T^33R (ftPTO)] 
4T.'*ri..^[q-s, 33^3 33f% 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

. .. S.O. 3343.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 3/2003) 
of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Udaypuras 
shown in the annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of Hindustan 
Zinc Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 26-7-2006. 

[No. L-29012/1 l/2003-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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: 3T»TC<T 19, 2006/«fm 28, 1928 


: a foit t W grR -^Mq , 

x^.3tr. : MidwW 

UeH<U| fiWl : 3/2003 

( 3 R^. 3 TTT. UToFTT ) 

sft TrifrRTR W ^ $ft ritst wz, 

Pi^kiI : 61-MHIMW riFf 'SlteRI-Sl 

(m) ... TIT«?f 

<jhir 

'STO-'SHiW 

^,1^TT^^C(m) . . . fap# 

4H&IM: 

sft^t.T3i?T .^<tt : 

f^FP: 27-6-2006 

ri^TR 

'Hkh % 9FT HqlriM R>t aifttpii fi<5MI : IJ^T- 
29012/11/2003-31^.31K (T^T) : 16-4-03 W 

ft. 7-6-05 % SKT ftFT ^ -qmKnq ^ StfaRMu 
tfftp ftrPT ft^TT | 

“Whether the action of the management of 
HindustanZinc Ltd. in retrenching Sh Radhey Shyam 
S/o Sh Modilal Jat w.e.f. 28-3-2002 is justified or 
not ? If not what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

3TRP7 RP WT W?T ^ -*mW\ SRF ftdFF : 

27-5-03 RSt frirfritT tm : 3/03 ^ ft?TT 

't§1««KI*1 R>t dllti'M ^I<1 Rt)4 fttri "Tt 'PT^f 3Tt^^ 
^ ^ ^iqiq ftp Rfcqi T RII 

3J7*rf ^ yt<^n eu4q*i "7^ *q}q>i< ftTSjt ^ 

qifoq ^iq'Jiin 4 J |qi4 ’’rit^Tt ftTSjt STririlTC^I 

7T«tf 7T$77R^>t 3Ttl^ft : 22-6-06^stT^3tft^T77 
37T7PT ^JT 5TC?$?t fsfRT TTT ftt £KT STT^TT 

WIT : 63 ft. 27-3-02 % '5RT 3tT«tf ftv4T «Tt 1 

3T1^7T "% TTT*1 tqMfejt R>t ^rtr ^ 1,73,655 <jRfl ^JT ^«h< 
WIT : 811610 ft^ft? : 27-3-02 ^ itf*m ftwr-«ft I ^ 

3tft7T R <iRi R5t mi 4T % tqlqjK ®t>< Rimi % I e hl< u i 
fqqKiqta *f Rt>*fl ^°hK ^RT aFjtifa TFf ril^cii ^ I 
affi: *TFRT 5RT \j^4t % 

^ an^R ®RT aRi4 mi Re mtr ^k s m< f^aRT R;mi w^I 

% RiMSftlR^H fitch Rrl., SKI 

Tr/sm : 63 ft : 27-3-02 iRte TR 


^ arfv^^ 11 ^ ^3^ 3iw ^ 3 rt^ ■qi% r: 

f i ^rt 3R^?T an^m r: "4 %^^ % 

3Hh4) <H^hRi OM'W I ■ ; B T R 

tr % t 

f^qfn ^ aw 3PPR % ^ 3RJR? ^ arfiR 

<*i4qi§1 ^ I 

MRtf tuq>K % 8R R5B5I4 ^KT 
4^i4 ^Ff l+*ui< miRo aiiei ^ Rp: The action of 
the management of HindustanZinc Ltd. in retrenching Shri 
Radhey Shyam S/o Sh. Modilal Jat w.e.f. 28-3-2002 is 
justified. 

Hence workman is not entitled to any relief. 

T^ITS 5r<4iT¥FI'l4 HRtT 3FTWR % 9R I 

Sitjo TR 'iptqi, Mloi+Jin arf^qiKl 
f^wfl, 27 '3eii4, 2006 

^FiT. 3tr. 3344. —arfaRpR, 1947 (1947 
^T14 ) ^ «IRT 17 %a<3*KU|3, 77RJR aTt.T^.^.^t.fa. 

%»3R*TcR %T Pi*4' J i c hT q"41^, 

Rtf4^ 3il«lPiq> 4 >-s0m R<4>l< a^dtfw aif^RTRl 

Twilm % (wl #n 1141 / 2005 ) irti 

%, ^tt 4>-?0 m tKqiK 26-7-2006 "5TTR *TT I 

[R. ^T-30011/12/2004-an^ 3TR ( fcff^t) ] 
^t.tr. sT^s, 3T*R tiiqq 
New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 
S.O. 3344.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1141/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of O.N.G.C. Ltd. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 26-7-2006. 

[No. L-30011/12/2004-!R(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

* Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case No. LD. No. 1141/2005 
Registered on 23-9-2005 
Date of Decision 13-12-2005 
Ramesh Kumar S/o Shri Shairu Ram, 

C/o Shri Suresh Kumar, 

General Secretary ONGC Mazdoor Union, 

DhanbanMandi (H.P) ... Petitioner 

Versus 
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M/o Petroleum and Natural Gas, 

Shasta Bhawan,, 

New Delhi-110001 ... Respondent 

.OTEAF^NCE: 

For me Workman : M. S , Gorsi 

For the Management : Mr. I. S. Sidhu, Advocate 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, referred 
the following matter for the adjudication of the Tribunal 
vide their order no. L-3001 l/!2/2004“IR(CM) dated 2-6-2006. 

‘Whether the action of the management of Oil and 
Natural Gas Corporation Ltd, Tel Bhavan, Dehradun 
in terminati ng the services of Shri Ramesh Kumar 
S/o Shri Shairu R.am, Ex-Contingent Worker 
{unskilled) w.e.f. 1-1-2003 without any notice and 
without any payment of retrenchment compensation, 
is illegal and unjustified ? If so, to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled and from which 
date V 

The notice of the refeience was issued to the parties 
who appeared through Counsel on 5-11-2004. The workman 
filed the Claim Petition on 5-11-2004 to which the 
management filed written Statement on 17-1-2006, a copy 
of which was given to the workman. Thereafter workman 
absented from Court appearance. 

The workman continues to be absent. The 
Management appears through Counsel. On the last date of 
hearing the Counsel appearing for the workman stated at 
bar that the workman is not interested to prosecute this 
case, therefore the same may be decided as not pressed. 
So as to verify the facts, the Court issued notice to the 
workman under registered cover on 14-12-2005. Despite 
expiry of the statutory period of the 30 days, neither the 
workman has appeared nor the notice sent to him under 
registered cover has been received back. This gives rise to 
the presumption that the notice has been served upon the 
workman, but he has not chosen to come. This also 
supports the claim-of the Counsel of the workman that the 
workman is not interested to prosecute the case. 

The appropriate Government desired to know’ 
whether the action of the Management of Oil and Natural 
Gas Corporation Limited Odmas Tel Bhawan, Delhi was 
justified in terminating the services of the workman w.e.f. 
1st of October 2003 without notice and payment of 
compensation and if not whether the termination was 
unjustified. There is no evidence on record to support the 
claim of the workman that the Management had violated 
the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 and 
thus the termination of his service was illegal. Hence the 
reference is answered with the observation that there is 
nothing on record to show that the order, by which the 


services of the workman were terminated on 1 st October, 
2003 was illegal and unjus tified. The award is passed. Let a 
copy of it be sent to the appropriate Government for 
necessary action and the file be sent to records after due 
completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
27*’pi 2006 

^iT. 3TT. 3345. —aj)ritR)'4S fame 1947 (1947 

■^T14) 17 % 3FFTTJT TPFFR 4 % 

swtfer % % -srstsRrif % fto frrafapFf <*mV,r7 

i-=r> 

srfrmri, % w (wf wrr 40/2004) wftid 
wt t, ^ ^ 17-7-2006 VTT7T f3TT riT l 

[U F^T-30012/8/2004-■5TT^ ZUK (fqrfw) ] 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3345. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribimal-curn-Labour 
Court, Chandigarh as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s G. AI.L. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 27-7-2006. 

[No. L-30012/8/2004-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SURESH CHANDRA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL (JOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SAVODAYA 
NAGAR, KANPUR, U.P. 

Industrial Dispute No. 40 of 2004 

In the matter of dispute between : 


AND 

The Deputy General Manager, 

Gas Authority of India Limited, 

U.P. Petrochemical Complex Pata, 

Auraiya, U.P. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, MOL, New’ Delhi vide 
notification No. L-30012/8/2Q04-IR(M) dated 25-6-04 has 


Sri Arvind Kumar son of Mewalal, 
Through Anil Kumar Singh. 

Sect, HHS C-338 Barra-6 
Kanpur. 
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referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the Deputy General Manager (HR) 
M/s. Gas Authority of India Limited, UPPC Auraiya 
in terminating the services of Sri Arvind Kumar son 
of Mewalal w.e.fi 31-8-99 is justified ? If not, to what 
relief the workman concerned is entitled V 

2. It is needless to give full details of the present 
case as on 7-2-06 the workman himself moved an application 
praying that he is not pressing the present dispute and it 
has also been prayed by the workman that taking into 
consideration the entire facts and circumstances, the 
present claim be treated as not pressed and suitable orders 
may be passed in the case. 

3. Under these facts and circumstances of the case 
the tribunal is left with no other option but to hold that the 
workman is not entitled for any relief for want of proof. 
Reference is therefore bound to be decided against the 
workman and it is accordingly decided. 

, SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
27 2006 

3ff. 3346.—alfeilPw* Mie stfriPm, 1947 (1947 
^T14 ) «tRT 17 % 

-afri 

firffog wek of l ri i Ricb arfireiTT, 

(ri^f '4T75T137/2003) °Ft ^ 

17-7-2006 ^tUTRT^TeJTI 

[B. T^T-43011/3/2003-«TT^ (fafav) ] 

tte, 3PR tipqq 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3346. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 37/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the annexufe in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of B.G.M.L. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-7-2006. 

[No. L-43011/3/2003-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated 4th July 2006 

PRESENT: 

Shri A R Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 


C.R. No. 37/2003 

IParty n Party 

The President, The Managing Director, 

BGML General, Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., 

Workers Union, CITU, Suvama Bhavan, 

Marikuppam, KGF, Oorgaum Post, 

KolarGold Field-563119 Kolar Gold Field-563120 

AWARD 

1 . The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2 A of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order. No. L-43011/3/2003-IR(M) dated 17th June, 2003 
for adjudication on the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of BGML is justified in 
denying regularization to the afforestation workers 
as per the schedule annexed to this order ? If not, 
what relief those workmen are entitled to and from 
which date ?” 

2. The case of the first party union espousing the 
cause of the workmen in the case (hereinafter called the 
workmen as made out in the Claim Statement, in brief, is 
that the Second Party has engaged the workmen for 
afforestation work started in the year 1980 in the mining 
leasehold area as a measure of pollution control and made 
the mining vast leasehold area as a green belt The workmen 
were earlier engaged on daily wages basis for trenching, 
seedling and watering etc. work and later on were engaged 
as watchmen for protection and maintenance of plantations; 
that the work of the workmen was supervised by the Range 
Forest Officer/Assistant Conservator of Forest appointed 
by the Second Party on deputation from Govt, of Karnataka. 
The afforestation department was under the over all control 
of Deputy General Manager (Metallurgical plant) and later 
on Deputy General Manager (Production) of the Second 
Party Organisation; that the workmen were being paid their 
wages once in month based on the minimum wages fixed 
per day by the Forest Department of Government of 
Karnataka for those engaged ip Kolar Division from time to 
time. The last revised wages drawn by the workmen was 
Rs. 42 per day. However, the revised minimum wages fixed 
atRs. 47.25 per day with effect from 1-4-1997 and subsequent 
revision of wages were not paid to the first party workmen; 
that the workmen were not only denied the minimum wages 
but also other statutory benefits such as weekly holiday 
with pay, National and Festival holidays benefits. Annual 
leave with wages and overtime wages for the work done 
beyond 8 hours per day and 48 hours per week inspite of 
demand made by the workmen; that the union has filed 
written submission to the Second Party vide letter No. 40/ 
1996, dated 30-9-19% demanding wage increase and parity 
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in wages to that of regular employees employed by the 
Second Party in view of the fact that the workmen were 
engaged to work in crusher house, materials department 
for loading and unloading of materials, electricity 
department as general labours and as watchman in guest 
house and other places to safeguard properties of the 
Second Party. A signed copy of the said letter is produced 
Annexure "A” in the list of documents; that the second 
party instead of revising the wages of the workmen has 
sent a reply letter No. PD/PM/M-6/96-97, dated 8-10-1996 
to the effect that the minimum wage Act is not applicable 
for the Second party establishment and therefore, any 
automatic increase of wages is not applicable. The Second 
Party is facing severe financial crunch as such any increase 
in wages is not possible. A copy of the said second party 
letter dated 8-10-1996 is produced as Annexure B in the list 
of documents; that the union filed written submission vide 
letter dated 14-12-1996 for providing annual leave with 
wages which has been denied right from their employment 
even though the workmen were continuously working. 
However, the secopd party has not extended the said 
benefit. A signed copy of the above letter is produced as 
Annexure C in the list of documents; that the Union filed 
written submission vide letter dated 17-12-1996 for payment 
of overtime wages for the work done beyond 8 hours per 
day and 48 hours per w eek, but the Second Party continue 
to deprive the said benefits. A signed copy of said letter 
dated 17-12-1996 is produced as Annexure D in the list of 
documents', that the union has filed written submission on 
4-10-1999 to provide the w orkmen the benefit of National 
and Festival holidays but the Second party has not 
extended even the statutory benefits. A signed copy of 
the above letter dated 4-10-1999 is produced as Annexure- 
E in the list of documents; that having refused to provide 
equal pay for work and denied even the minimum wages, 
the union raised a dispute before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) Bangalore. The ALC(C) vide letter 
No. 5(9)/96-B4, dated 13-1-1997 informed the first party 
that clear remedy is available under the Minimum Wages 
Act, 1948 and equal remuneration Act, 1976 ^nd further, 
informed the first party union to file a claim proposal to get 
the defence of minimum wages etc. A signed copy of the 
above letter is produced as Annexure-F in the list of 
documents; that the workmen were denied even the 
statutory payment of provident fund for some time. How'ever 
with great struggle and clear instructions from the inspector 
appointed under EPF and MP Act, 1952, the PF benefit 
was extended to the first party workmen from 1-4-1989; 
that the second party has been granted exemption under 
Section 17(1) of the EPF and MP Act, 1952 and permitted 
the Second Party to establish Board of Trustees of their 
own for the administration of provident funds consisting 
of such numbers of members as may be specified in the 
scheme and allotted PF code No. KN924 to the-Second 
Party. The Second party accordingly recovered PF 
subcription from the workmen and credited to their 


individual accounts along with employer's contribution; 
that trade unions in the field have perferred an appeal before 
the appellate authority against the orders of BIFR in arriving 
at Prima-facie opinion to wind 15 ) the Second Party Company. 
The appellate authority heard the matter and finally 
confirmed the orders of BIFR since no agency has come 
forward to invest money for rehabilitation of the Second 
Party Company. A copy of the decision of the appellate 
authority is produced as Annexure-G in the list of 
documents; that the second party had its own wage 
schedule for various categories of workmen as per the 
agreement between the Second Party management and 
BGM labour association. A copy of the same is produced 
as Annexure-G-1; that the trade union in the Second Party 
establishment and. BGM Officer's Association have filed 
writ petition before the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka 
challenging the orders of BIFR, AIAFR and permission 
granted by the Govt, of India for closure of Second Party 
establishment under Section 25(0) of ID Act, 1947 and the 
Hon'ble Single Bench quashed the orders of BIFR and 
permission granted by the Govt, of India for closure of the 
Second Party establishment and remitted back for 
reconsideration to BIFR. However, the second party and 
Govt, of India preferred writ appeals No. 1747-57/2001, 
before the Division bench and ultimately the division bench 
set aside the orders of single bench and dismissed the writ 
petitions. Howev er, the division bench recommended to 
the Govt, of India to consider voluntary retirement scheme 
benefits to the workmen as a rehabilitation measure. A 
copy of the decision of the division bench in this regard is 
produced as Annexure-H in the list of documents; that the 
union made a submission to the managing director of the 
second party establishment to extend the benefit of VRS 
scheme to the first party workmen, vide letter dated 24-8- 
2002, but the Second party has not extended to the first 
party workmen. A copy of the said letter is produced as 
Annexure H-l in the list of documents; that there are 
watchmen employed by the Second party to protect the 
properties and prevent unauthorized persons entering into 
the work premises in all surface depatments such as mills, 
workshops, hospital, town administration department etc. 
and Gardner in the guest house and Suvama Bhavan who 
are regular employees paid the wages in the running time 
pay scale; that the second party has denied the equal pay 
for equal work to the first party workmen even though they 
were doing same identical work in the same establishment 
with the same employer working more than 15 years 
continuously; that the version of the Second patty' that 
the workmen are contract labours and paid wages through 
contractors and the w ages were reimbursed to the contractor 
by the Second party and the first party workmen are working 
under the control of the contractors are baseless and false 
and no documents produced by them for evidencing the 
same. At para 26 of the Claim Statement the workmen 
contended that they were denied Voluntary Retirement 
Scheme benefit which was available to its other employees 
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from time to time consequent upon the closure of the 
company w.e.f, 1-3-2001 despite the first party union having 
made a representation to the above effect vide letter dated 
17-7-2002. At Para 37 the workmen contended that they 
were stopped from woric arbitrarily ftom 1-3-2001 terminating 
their services without following the procedure enumerated 
in the ID Act and rules made thereunder and therefore, the 
action of the management amounts to retrenchment and 
bad in law and in the result it is liable to pay wages even 
after 1-3-2001. At para 38 they contended that most of 
them are still safeguarding the plantations despite being 
prevented from doing afforestation work subsequent to 
1-3-2001. 

3. The Management/Second Party namely M/s. 
Bharat Gold Mines Limited represented by its Managing 
Director (hereinafter called the Second Party) by its Counter 
Statement while resisting the case of the workmen, inter 
alia, contended that it has incurred loss consistently and 
die matter was referred to the BIFR under the Sick Industrial 
Companies (Special Provisions) Act 1985 and the said 
authority after having considered the case, opined that the 
Second Party is not viable and therefore, recommended its 
winding up. Then matter has been referred to the High 
CourtofKamatakainCo.P. No. 180/2000. In the meanwhile 
the Govt, of India by its order dated 29-1-2001 has passed 
the order of closure of the company under section 25(0) of 
the ID Act and therefore, the mining activities have been 
closed w.e.f. 1-3-2001. The unions representing the 
workmen challenged the order of reference by BIFR and 
the order ofGovt., ofhidiainWPNo. 1343/01 and in other 
connected matters and the learned single judge of the High 
Court allowed their writ petitions. The Second party filed 
writ appeals in WA No. 1747 to 1757/2001 and the Division 
Bench of the High Court vide order dated 26-9-2003 set 
aside the orders passed by the learned Single Judge and 
dismissed the Writ Petitions. Therefore, the action of 
closure of the company w.e:f. 1-3-2001 has been upheld 
and the Second Party company remains closed. Further 
winding up proceedings before the High Court are being 
proceeded with. In the result any relief to be granted to 
workmen would be redundant not being capable of 
implementation and hence the reference is liable to be 
rejected; the management denied that the workmen were 
engaged by the Second party Company and it is not known 
to the management if they are the members of the first 
party union. The management contended that as a part of 
pollution control measure, afforestation was started at 
management Company dealing with plantation of trees on 
the cyanide dumps and other places and for the purpose of 
said work and for guarding the trees persons including the 
workmen from neighbouring villages have been engaged 
on contract basis through private contractors and those 
workers were being paid daily wages once in a month by 
the contractor to be reimbursed by the Second party and 
that there was no direct dealing between the workmen 


contract workers and the Second party. The afforestation 
work is in no way connected with regular productive 
operations of the second party as the nature of contract 
being entirely different from mining operations and 
therefore, the workmen engaged by the contractor do not 
come under the purview of company rules and regulations/ 
Mines Act; that as pear the parameter fixed by the Karnataka 
Government Forest Department one watcher is iquiied for 
100 acres and as such for 3000 acres the second party 
required only 30 watchers. However, on humanitarian 
ground it engaged through contractor 89 such workers 
and not 105 workers as alleged; that in view of the closure 
of the company w.e.f. 1-3-2001 and no work being carried 
out other than die administrative work with the help of 
skeleton staff and the records like attendance etc. being 
maintained by;the Contractor, the Second Party is not in a 
position to produce any records to show that who are all 
the 89 contract workers engaged by the Contractor out of 
the list of 150 mentioned in the claim Statement; the regular 
employees of the Second Party are covered under a 
different agreement for the purpose of wages and other 
benefits. Therefore, the workmen being engaged by the 
Contractor cannot claim those service benefits which are 
available to the permanent employees of the company. The 
workmen were being paid with whatever the wages fixed 
by the Govt, of Karnataka (PWD rates) by the company 
through the Contractor and the Second party had no control 
over the workers engaged by the contractor; that the 
various writ petition filed by the contract workmen seeking 
regularization of their services have been rejected by the 
High court on the ground that they have not shown their 
legaf right to get their services regularized under any law. 
Therefore, in the absence of establishing any such legal 
right, no such right of regularization ajso can be agitated 
before this tribunal; that the contract workers were not 
being engaged for 12 hours and also on all Sundays and 
holidays as contended by the workmen. These contract 
workers are not similarly placed as that of regular employees 
and therefore, the various contentions taken by them 
seeking benefits of service on par with regular employees 
are not tenable. The judicial pronouncements referred to in 
the claim statement are not applicable to the facts and 
circumstances of the present case. The averments made in 
Para 31 onwards are not relevant to the circumstances of 
this case. Therefore, the reference is liable to be rejected. 

4. During the course of trial, the management 
examined one Mr. J. Isaac, said to be the Asstt. Personnel 
Manager working under it by filing his affidavit. He has 
simply repeated the various contentions taken by the 
management in its Counter Statement. I would like to refer 
to his statement in cross-examination as and when found 
relevant and necessary. 

5. The workmen/union on their behalf examined one 
Mr. S. Savaridoss said to be the Union President by filing 
his affidavit as examination chief who once again reiterated 
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the various averments made in the Claim Statement filed on 
behalf of the workmen. In his further examination chief in 
all 11 documents were marked at Ex. Wl 1 to W20. The next 
witness examined for the workmen is one Mr. Keerappa, 
the workman at Sr. No. 36 in the list of 102 workmen annexed 
with the reference order. In his affidavit evidence, his 
averments are again the replica of the various averments 
made in the Claim Statement. In his further examination 
chief 10 documents were marked at Ex.Wl to W10. Third 
witness examined for the workmen is one Mr. R.N. Lakshman 
presently working as Asstt. Conservator of Forest at 
Kanakapura who speaks to the fact that his services were 
deputed as Range Forest Officer for the purpose of 
afforestation work with the management company between 
August 1992 and June 1994. He says that there were in all 
157 workers engaged for the said afforstation work when 
he took the charge. By going through the document at 
Ex. W7 he says that it consists of the list of workers who 
worked under him during the aforesaid period. He says 
that they w orked continuously for a period of 240 days in 
each calendar year and they were being paid wages on 
monthly basis and on cash basis by the management itself 
and no pay slips were being issued to the workers. He says 
that one of the management company clerk by name 
Monovalah and he himself were supervising the work and 
the said workers were covered under the PF scheme of the 
management. He says that usufruct available on account 
of aforestarion work was being used for the underground 
support system for extraction of Gold and was also being 
used as a firewood for running canteen etc. and it was also 
being sold by way of public auction. The wages to the 
workers being paid as per the rates sanctioned by the forest 
department. 1 would like to refer to tlje statement of the 
above said three witnesses made in their cross examination 
as and when found relevant and necessary. 

6 . The documents at Exhibits 1,2,3,4, and 5 are 
produced to show that the above said usufruct on account 
of aforestation w ork was being supplied by one lorry load 
of poles and the work of felling conversion and 
transportation of Eucalyptus Poles and for stacking at 
various mines sites. Canteen etc. was being done by the 
management. Ex. W6 is the documents to show the number 
of the days worked by the workmen and the provident 
hind subscription and family pension contribution being 
deducted by the management from the salary of the 
workmen. Document at Ex. W7 said to be the list of 102 
workmen who w orked under the management and w hose 
w ork was being controlled and supervised by the above 
aid witness WW3 and to suggest that they have worked 
luring the years 1992 to 1994 continuously for a period of 
?40 days in each calendar year. Ex. W8 is said to be the 
statement about 10 first party w orkmen with regard to the 
provident fund paid during the year 1997-98 and with regard 
to 5 workmen for the year 2000-01 issued by the 
management itself. Ex.W9 is to show the wages paid to 


general labour workers and watchmen upto 1996 and the 
revised wages paid during the year 1997-98 onwards. 
Ex. W10 is the copy of the stay order granted by the Civil 
Court, KGF in OS No. 257/02 restraining the management 
from cutting the Eucalyptus Trees. Ex. Wl 1 is letter dated 
30-9-1996 by union president to management for equal pay. 
The next document replied uponby the workmen is Ex.W12 
said to be the letter dated 8-10-1996 issued by the 
management in response to the letter written by the union 
making out the grivances of non-payment of wages as per 
the revised rates and on par with the permanent employees 
of the management. Document at Ex. W13 to 15 are said to 
be the copies of the letters written by the first party union 
to the management highlighting the aforesaid grievances. 
Ex. W16 is the letter of ALC(C), Mangalore advising the 
workmen to file a claim proposal to get their differences of 
wages. Ex.W17 are the orders of Appellate Authority for 
industrial and finance reconstruction. Ex.Wl 8 is the cop}' 
of the w age schedule for various categories of employees 
in the Second Party. Ex. W19 is said to be the order in Writ 
Appeal No. 1747-57/01 and Ex.W20 said to be the letter 
dated 24-8-2002 addressed to the Managing Director by 
the workmen union to provide voluntaiy retirement scheme 
benefit to the workmen due to closure of the management 
company w. e.f. 1-3-2001. 

7. The learned counsel for the management 
vehemently argued that the first party workmen were 
contract workers being engaged by the contractors for the 
Afforestation works and that they were under the control 
and supervision of the contractors and were being paid 
wages by the Contractors themselves and therefore, there 
was no relationship of employees and employer between 
the workmen and the management. Therefore, question of 
regularization of their services does not arise. His next 
contention was that even assuming that they were the 
employees of the management, they cannot get the relief 
of regularization of their services as undisputedly the 
management company has been closed w.e.f. 1-3-2001 and 
it is the case of the workmen themselves at Para 37 of the 
Claim statement that they have been stopped from work 
arbitrarily w.e.f. 1-3-2001. Therefore, learned counsel 
submitted that when the first part}' w orkmen are not under 
the employment of the management as on today or even as 
on the date of reference made to this tribunal, the company 
itself being closed w.e.f. 1 -3-2001 no relief as asked for by 
the first part}' workmen i.e. to regularize their services can 
be granted in their favour and it also cannot be said that 
the management failed to regularize their services at any 
point of time. He submitted that the management company 
itself being closed and the administrative work only being 
carriedoutbyaskeletom staff from 1-3-2001 any relief lobe 
granted to the first party workmen will become redundant 
and orders passed by this tribunal granting such cannot 
be implemented there being no existence of the management 
itself. 
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month of June 2001 by which time the management 
company had come to be closed, it is not understandable 
as to how the union could raise the dispute against the 
management seeking regularization of the services of the 
first party workmen who were in the services of the 
management at that point of time. If at all any grievance 
could have been made on behalf of the first party workmen 
it would have been with regard to termination of their 
services not following the provisions of ID Act on the 
closure of the management company. As noted above, in 
the very words of first party workmen the action of the 
management in stopping them from work w.e.f. 1 -3 -2001 
tantamount to retrenchment. Then the only proper course 
available to them was to challenge the aforesaid action of. 
the management in terminating the services on the ground 
that it amounts to retrenchment and illegal termination not 
being followed by the procedure laid down in the provisions 
of ID Act. The arguments advanced for the first party that 
even it the services of the first party workmen cannot be 
regularized at this stage, they may be deemed to be 
employees of the management and be granted other service 
benefits and that they have not been paid proper wages, 
revised wages or the wages on par with the regular 
employees of the management and that they have also 
been denied the benefit of VRS which was available to tfife' 
permanent employees, in my opinion, cannot be entertained * 
this tribunal while deciding the point in controversy, namely, 
the points raised by way of reference to this tribunal. As 
noted above, as per the finding given above, first party 
workmen were certainly the employees of the management 
company and shall be deemed to be employees of the 
management before 1-3-2001, but having regard to the said 
fact, this tribunal cannot grant any relief of regularisation 
to the first party workmen not it can grant the relief with 
respect to service benefits as asked for by them on par 
with regular employees of the management as point of 
reference do not admit such claim or dispute and therefore, 
this tribunal to go into the above said controversy. More 
over, it was well argued forthe management that the mining 
activities of the management since have come to stand still 
and the company having been closed w.e.f 1-3-2001, even 
if any relief is to be granted in favour of the first party 
workmen under the orders of this tribunal, those orders 
will become redundant not being capable of implemented 
by the management company. Therefore, in the light of the 
above, reference must foil and hence the following aw ard: 

AWARD 

The' reference stands dismissed. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her, corrected and 
signed by me on 4th July, 2006) 

A.R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
^ fcc#, 28 2006 
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New Delhi, the 28th July, 2006 

S.O. 3347,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
' GdVemment hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT- 
2/158 of 1999) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, No. II, Mumbai as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to die management of Naval Dockyard 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-0772006. 

[No. L-14011/3/1999-ER (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. II, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

Shri A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference VCGIT-2/158 of 1999 

Employers in relation to the management of the Admiral 
Superintendent* Naval Dockyard 

The Admiral Superintendent, 

Naval Dockyard, 

Western Naval Command, 

. Shahid Bhagat Singh Marg, Fort, 

Mumbai-400023. 

AND 

Their workmen 

(1) The General Secretary, 

Indian Naval Employees Union, 

12/14, Rajgir Chambers. 

R. No. 60,7th Floor, 

Opp. Old Custom House, 

Mumbai-400001. 

(2) The General Secretary, 

Indian NaVal Dockyard Employees Union, 

166. Khandelwal Bhawan. 

Dadabhai Nauroji Road, 

Mumbai-400001. 


2415 G1/06—24 




7352 


THE GAZETTEOF INDIA: AUGUST 19,2006/SRAVANA28,1928 


[PartII—Sec. 3(ii)] 


APPEARANCES: 

For the Employer : Mr. V Narayanan, Advocate. 

For the Workmen : Mr. M. B. Anchan, Advocate for 
INEU and INDEU. 

Date of reserving Award: 26th April, 2006. 

Date of passing of Award: 13th June, 2006. 

AWARD—PART-H 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceeding are as under: 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, by 
its Order No. L-1401 l/3/99/IR(DU) dated 21 st July, 1999 in 
exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section 
(1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, have referred the following Industrial 
Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

‘'Whether the action of the management of Naval 
Dockyard, Mumbai, in not extending the benefits of 
casual service to all the workmen who are similarly 
placed, from the date of joining of their services is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief the workmen 
are entitled?” 

2, Second Party Union, filed Statement of claim at 
Exhibit-6 to support the claim referred in the reference 
stating that, the Ministry of Defence, Government of India, 
gave financial powers to the Indian Navy to employ casual 
employees for temporary nature of work. Those workers 
are used for permanent nature of work. As a result of that 
thousands of casual workers are working under that, guise 
recruited by the 1 st Party. However, they are not benefited 
by providing good service conditions. The vacancies 
occurred in different Units are filled by casual workers who 
are recruited under that guise. Though, they become regular 
workers the benefit of their casual services for leave, 
increment, length of service etc. is not extended to them. 
Even their casual services are not counted to regularise 
them. Since, some workers are getting benefit of it, however, 
there is no uniformity and consistency in the policy of the 
1 st Party to extend such type of benefits. In fact principally 
1st Party has accepted to regularize casual workers to 
enable them to get the benefits of the period of casual 
service out by them. However, actually it has not been 
worked out and brought into practice. So by raising this 
reference it is prayed that, such benefits be accelerated 
and extended to them. There are about 8500 workers working 
with 1 st Party. All are deprived of these benefits. So it is 
prayed that, I st Party be directed to extend benefit of casual 
serv ice to all workmen working there who are similarly plaoed 
and who are not given benefit of it till this date. 

5. This prayer is disputed by the 1st Party stating 
that functions of the 1st Party are sovereign and statutory 


in nab .. e and the work being performed by it is, connected 
wit 1 the defence of the country. It is not bound to 
compromise its motto. It is contended that, neither from 
the nature of its organization nor from the nature and 
character of activities carried out by the 1st Party, it can be 
said to be an undertaking analogous to business or trade. 
It is not engaged in commercial industrial activities, Their 
activities are to meet the naval needs. Therefore, Industrial 
Disputes Act cannot be made applicable to this type of 
Unit. Since, it is not an industry the members of the 2nd 
Party are not the employees of it and accelerate relations of 
employers and employees as claimed by 2nd Party. The 
work done by the members of the 2nd Party is get done 
with the help of such employees. It is just to meet the 
deficit of the absence of regular employees working with 
the 1st Party and all expenditure is met from the budget 
provided for the Defence of the country. At the most these 
workers can be called sis ‘Government Civil Servants’ and 
cannot be called employees of the 1st Party. It is the case 
of the 1st Party that the casual services rendered by such 
workers in Naval cannot be counted for the benefits as 
claimed by them. At the most decision given by Central 
Administrative Tribumil, Bombay, inD. A. No. 306 of 1988 
can be extended to them and they can get benefit of it but 
definitely cannot claim as employees of the 1st Party. It is 
stated that, the employees who are involved in the reference 
cannot get benefit of casual services rendered by them 
with the 1st Party and to claim permanency and other 
benefits for extending such benefits Government sanction 
is necessary and unless and until Government sanction it 
1st Party cannot give it to them. So, it is submitted that, the 
prayer made by the members of the 2nd Party to accelerate 
and extend the benefits of casual services rendered by 
casual workers must be rejected. 

6 . In view of the above pleadings my Ld. Predecessor 
framed Issues at Exhi bit 11. Issue of jurisdiction of this 
Tribunal was treated as preliminary Issue. While passing 
Award Part I my Ld Predecessor observed that, this 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to entertain the claim of the 
workers involved in the reference, by passing Award dated 
2 nd August 2002. Now remaining Issues i.e. Issues Nos. 2 
and 3 remains, which I answer as follows 


Issues 

Findings 

2 Whether the action of the 
' Management of Naval 

Dockyard, Mumbai in not 
extending the benefits of 
a casual service to all 
the workman who are 
similarly placed from the 
date of joining of their 
services is legal and 
justified ? 

No 
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Issues Findings 

3. If not, to what relief the Workers involved in 

workman are entitled to ? the reference are 

entitled to get benefit 
of their casual services 
rendered like employees 
who are similarly placed 
in the said job. 

REASONS: 

Issue Nos. 2 and 3: 

7. It is case of the 2nd Party that, the Workers involved 
in the reference are entitled to get benefit of casual services 
rendered by them and to get permanency and other 
benefits. To support that Second Party placed reliance on 
the evidence in the form of the affidavits ofVaidya at Exhibit 
27, and of witness Veerappan placed on record at Exhibit- 
30, who was cross-examined by 1st Party. 

8 . Whereas to give reply to the said claim 1st Party 
placed reliance on the depositions of Manjot Singh, by 
filing affidavit at Exhibit 18, Mr. Mahure at Exhibit 38, who 
are cross-examined by the 2nd Party. 

9. The evidence referred above reveals that, salary 
and allowances are paid to those workers as per the Pay 
Commission as paid to the Government servants since the 
Naval Dockyard is thepart of the defence establishment It 
is the case of the 2nd Party that, it is an industrial 
establishment registered under the ‘Factories Act’. It is 
also admitted fact that ‘Payment of Wages Act’ is applicable 
to the employees working in the ‘Naval Dockyard’. Number 
of workers are working there in the temporary nature till 
they retire. To support that, \hidya has stated that. for last 
20 years he is working and there is no circular to show that, 
casual labourers/workers should be given benefit from the 
date of their joining. Whereas management witness states 
that. Government has implemented the judgment given by 
the Central Administrative Tribunal, Bombay, inD. A. 306 
of 1988 and accelerate the benefit of it and extended to its 
employees. That time 8041 employees, affected are 
mentioned in the Annexure A of the letter dated 17th April, 
1998 and demand of the Union is to extend benefits of 
casual services rendered by them to make them permanent. 
They admit that, workers have raised dispute before 
A.L.C. 

10. If we peruse the written statement, of the 1st 
Party. We-find that, stand taken is that it is the Government 
who has to do all that and since the Government has not 
authorized the Commander in Chief of the 1st Party, it is not 
in a position to extend benefits of casual services rendered 
by the casual workers and give it to them the benefits. 
Even in the flow of arguments the Ld. Advocate for the 1st 
Part)' Submits that, such directions since have not been 
given by the Union of which is the appropriate Government, 


and unless and until Union of India direct 1st party to make 
such rules applicable to the workers and the workers of tile 
1st Party who. are the members of the 2nd Party Union, it 
finds difficult for them to implement the benefits of the 
casual service rendered by the said workers and to extend 
the benefits of it to them. 

11 . As far as contentions taken by 1st Party that, itis 
not an ‘industry’ is not proved by the 1st Party On the 
contrary evidence of 2nd Party reveals that, 1st Party is 
registered under the Factories Act and Payment of Wages 
Act is applicable to its employees. Besides, it is a matter of 
record that, 1st Party meets the expenditure of the wages 
of its employees out of the grant afforded by the Union of 
India. It is a matter of record that, the employees who are 
engaged as casual workers are doing permanent type of 
work in place of absence of permanent employees who are 
on leave, or who are absent or who are on long leave. That 
means the nature of work done by casual workers definitely 
is done by them is of permanent and perennial in nature. 
Work on which they are engaged is just and of perennial 
nature and it is not that, 1st Party has no work and it cannot 
supply it to the workers. Singly that, they are treating them 
as casual workers because there is no uniformity in their 
service conditions and nobody has considered it sincerely 
to extend the benefits of their casual services rendered by 
them and to give benefits to them. Even First party place 
reliance on Union Government of India stating that it has 
not directed it to apply those to casual workers, so it is not 
made applicable. 

12 . Number of workers has stated that they are 
working there for more than 23 years which is not denied 
by the 1st Party. Employee like \bidya who is cross-examined 
at Exhibit 27 is serving there for 20 years, still treated casual 
worker. What can be stated about his service conditions 
and benefits to him ? When workers like \bidya who worked 
there for 20 years still is treated as casual worker. In this 
situation, in my considered view, simply because nobody 
has taken initiative to regulate the service conditions of 
such employees, they cannot be left at wind to rule them 
by any law. It is a matter of record that, in D. A 306 of 1988 
Central Administrative Tribunal, Bombay, ordered for 
extending benefits to the casual workers and it is made 
applicable. However, workers working with 1st Party are 
working in the Naval Dockyard whiehis under the Industrial 
Disputes Act are left without benefit. When it is registered 
under the Factories Act provisions of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 are applicable to it and not of Government servant 
rules. When employees, in the reference, are working with 
1st Party, which is an ‘industry’ in my considered view, 
they must get protection of Industrial Disputes Art . 

13. It is a matter of record that, number of casual 
workers are engaged by 1 st Party which fact is admitted by 
them in their reply. Even it is their case that, they are 
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utilized on permanent work in the absence of regular 
workers. When they are working on permanent work in the 
absence of regular workers, question arises, why provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act regarding their permanency, 
regarding other benefits by which their service conditions 
can be raised at considerable level ? So I fed that, 
employees involved in the reference who are the employees 
of the 1st Party must get benefits of casual services rendered 
by each of them to cw int their permanency, to get increments 
and other benefits as given to other workers who are 
working with 1st Party at their level and who are similarly 
placed 

14. In view of discussions made above, I conclude 
that, action of the 1st Party in not extending the benefits of 
casual sen ices of all workmen, who are similarly placed, 
from the date of their joining their services is not legal and 
justifiable and such they are entitled to get benefit of it. 
Accordingly. 1 answer this Issue to that effect and passing 
the following order: 

ORDER 

(a) R eference is allowed; 

(b) First Party is to extend benefits of casual services 
to all tire Workmen who are similarly placed from 
the date of joining their services; 

(c) In the circumstances, there is no order as to its 
costs. 

Mumbai, 

13th June, 2006. A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

di* 28 2006 

' ^T.3JT. 3348. —Slfafwj, 1947 (1947 

14 ) nrcr 1.7 % w&k 

rhHk % 'SRtw? % Pi4)'3i=^i sffc 

srfimwsre % w (fM wit # 

ITT 3TT? zl-2/46 3TTT> 2005 ) %, ^Tt 

Ht<*R ^ 28-7-06 TRT ^33T «tT I 

l R. T^-40011 /34/1995-331$ 33K ("St ^) ] 
R-fo, 3|[^ch|<l 

New Delhi, the 28th July, 2006 

S.O. 3348. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. C GIT- 
2/46 of2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, No. II, Mumbai as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Telecom Factory, Deonar 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-07-2006. 

[No. L-40011/34/ 1995-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA STNGH. Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. H, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

Shri A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference: CGIT-2/46 of 2005 

(Old Ref. No. CGIT-2/27 of 1996) 

Employers in relation to the management of Telecom 
Factory 

The General Manager, 

Telecom Factory, D eonar, 

Mumbai-400021. 

AND 

Their workmen. 

The President, 

All India Telecom Employees Union, 

Class III and IVj 
Telecom Factory Circle, 

C/o Telecom Factory, Deonar, 

Mumbai-400021. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Employer : S/Shri B. M. Masurkar and 
S. B. Kadam, Advocates 

For the Workmen : Iclr. Jaiprakash Sawant, 

Advocate 

Date of reserving Award: 27th April, 2006 
Date of passing of Award : 9th June, 2006 

AWARD 

1 . This reference was sent by the Desk Secretary to 
the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, by its Order 
No. L-400 ll/34/95-ER(DU) dated 30th May, 1996 in exercise 
of powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Telecom 
Factory, Bombay in not extending the benefits of 
departmentalization to the employees of the canteen 
in the Telecom Factory, Bombay is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workmen are 
entitled to ?” 

2. To support the claim 2nd Party, Union filed 
Statement of Claim at Exhibit 3, stating that the employees 
who are the members of it are working with 1st Party 
Actually they are working in the canteen which is 
Departmentally run by 1st Party. Initially they were not 
treated as employees of the 1st Party. However, later on 
when Apex Court observ ed that they are the employees of 
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the Canteen and are also the employees of the 1st Party 
while deciding case of General Manager, Telecom V/s 

S. Srinivasanfcao, published in 1998 Lab. I. C. p. 883 in the 
case of Bombay Telephone Canteen Employees and ors. 
over ruling the earlier decision given in Theyyam Joseph’s 
case (supra) and observed that Telecom Factory is an 
industry’ within the meaning of Section 2(j). 

3. Initially my Ld. Predecessor observed 1 st Party is 
not an Industry’ and accordingly rejected the claim of the 
2nd Party Union solely on it by passing Award dated 
22nd September, 1997. Said Award was challenged by filing 
Writ Petition No! 506 of 1998 preferred by All India Telecom 
Employees Union, Class III and ors. and while deciding it 
our Hon’ble High Court observed that, Telecom Factory is 
an industry’ and quashed and set aside the Award passed 

by my Ld. Predecessor and remitted the reference back to 
this Tribunal for adjudication and to see whether date of 
regularization of the employees in the statutory canteen at 
the Telecom Factory at Deonar is 1st October, 1979 as 
claimed by the employees or 4-11-1981 as claimed by the 
Management. 

4. So, now before this Tribunal, very limited scope is 
to decide whether, employees of the statutory canteen 
working in Deonar Telecom Factory can claim benefit of 
Circular dated 1-10-1979 or 4-11-1981 ? 

5. After the reference was remitted to this Tribunal, 
no additional case is made out by either of the sides. 
However, they led evidence that, i.e. by 2nd Party by 
examining R. D. Prabhu at Exhibit 27 and was cross- 
examined by 1st Party. Against that 1st Party examined 
Mahabir Singh, Dy. General Manager, Telecom Factory at 
Exhibit 31. He was also cross-examined by the 2nd Party, 
Union. Then both filed their written submissions i.e. written 
submissions by 2nd Party at Exhibit 32 and by 1 st Party at 
Exhibit 33. Initially stand taken by the 1st Party was that, 
members of the 2nd Party are not entitled to any relief since 
they are not the employees of the 1 st Party and 1 st Party is 
not an ‘industry’. On the basis of that, Issues were framed 
by my Ld. Predecessor. While discussing the evidence 
and passing Award regarding benefit of the Circular not 
extended to the members of the employees of the 2nd Party 
being the employees of the department whether was 
justifiable to which it was observed ‘Yes’. Then another 
issue which was framed was whether, employees are entitled 
to get benefits of it, which is also answered “Yes”, but to 
the extent of pensionary benefits only and then order was 
passed observing that 1st Party is not an ‘Industry’ 

6 . So this is the second round oflitigation in the form 
of reference is remitted to this Tribunal by the order of the 
Hon’ble High Court while deciding Writ Petition No. 506 of 
1998. As stated above, to prove their respective cases, as 
per the directions of the HOn’ble High Court, Second Party 
examined witness R. D. Prabhu at Exhibit 27 and filed 


purshis at Exhibit 29. Then as stated above 1st Party al,so 
examined Mahavir Singh at Exhibit 31. 

7. So evidence before us at this stage is evidence of 
Mahavir Singh i.e. of 1st Party and R. D. Prabhu of 2nd 
Party. 

8 . It is important and material to note that in the 
pleadings, in the original reference 2nd Party claimed that 
they are entitled to get benefit being the employees of the 
1st Party and 1st Party is an industry’. Whereas stand 
taken by the 1 st Party was that, they are not the employees 
of the 1st Party and at the most they cannot be called as 
Government employees and cannot attract the benefits of 
the circulars referred in the reference. It is also contended 
that 1st Party is not an industry and number of citations 
were referred by both the parties. 

9. The matter was remitted to this Tribunal by virtue 
of decisions in Writ Petition No. 506 of 1998. No pleading 
was added by both. Their case and stand remained as it 
was which they pleaded in the original reference. Since 
they chose to stick like that, in fact the question before me 
now at this stage, is to decide as follows: 


Issues 

Findings 

Whether the date of regularization 
of the Employees in the statutory 
canteen at Telecom Factory would 
be 1-10-1979 or 4-11-1981? 

1-10-1979 


REASONS: 


10 . To construe on this issue referred above, if we 
peruse evidence led by both, after the matter was remitted 
to this Tribunal, by virtue of Writ Petition No. 506 of 1998 
and the stand taken by 1st Party that it is not an industry 7 , 
and members of the Second Party are the Government 
employees goes away. Only question before this Tribunal 
ai this juncture is whether, employees involved in the 
reference canbe regularised from 1st October, 1979 or from 
4th November, 1981 ? 

11. Whild making out case, 1st Party stated that, at 
the most employees who are the members of the 2nd Party 
can get benefit of circular of regularization with effect from 
4th November, 1981 and not from 1st October, 1979. Whereas 
2nd Party claims that they are entitled to get benefit of the 
circular of regularization with effect from 1st October, 1979. 

12 . In that respect if we peruse evidence led by both, 
except contentions nothing is produced by them to show 
that, how they are supporting their respective case and 
stand. Entire proceeding was construed whether Telecom 
Factory is an ‘industry’ or not. Even my predecessor decided 
reference once holding that, Telecom Factory is not an 
‘industry’ and Tribunal has no jurisdiction. Now, by virtue 
of decisions in Writ Petition No. 506 of 1998 all points 
visualize and only the point of making applicability 7 of 
circular either from 1st October; 1979 or 4th November, 1981 
remains. 
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13. If we peruse the Annexure “A” submitted by 2nd 
Party we find, 25 employees are shown in the said annexure 
and their date of appointment is shown in column of 
original date of appointment’. Most of them are in the 
employment prior to November, 1981. However, some are 
prior to 11th December, 1979. Employees Murleedharan. 
shown at Serial No. 2 from Canteen Staff-Ill and other 
employees from Ratnakar to Yelve, shown at Serial Nos. 21 
to 24, of Canteen Staff are from Grade IV who came in the 
employment after llth’December, 1979. 

14.1st Party states that, at the most these employees 
are entitled for regularization as per circular dated 4th 
November, 1981 and not from 1st October, 1979. In the 
pleadings, initially it has taken stand that they are 
Government employees and not departmental and cannot 
claim the benefit of circular. But now they state that, they 
are entitled to get benefit of circular from 4th November, 
1981 and not from 1 st October, 1979. However, no reason is 
assigned as to why they are not entitled from 1st October, 

1979 and why they are Entitled to get from 4th November. 
1981? 

15. In this situation, question arises when employees 
involved in the reference are entitled to get benefit of 
regularization of circular dated 4th November, 1981, 
question arises why they cannot be entitled to get benefit 
of it from 1-10-1979 ? Nothing is stated by any of them. 

16. So for that if we peruse Annexure “A” as referred 
above we find, except Murleedharan of Canteen Staff 
Class III and employees from Canteen Staff-Ill, other 
employees from Ratnakar to Yelve, shown at Serial Nos. 21 
to 24, of Canteen Staff are from Class IV. I am of the 
considered view that all the entitled to get benefit of circular 
with effect from 1st October, 1979 to regularize them in the 
employment and others i.e. Murleedharan, shown at Serial 
No. 2, and Ratnakar to Yelve shown at Serial Nos. 21 to 24 
are entitled to get benefit of regularization of the circular 
with effect from 4th November, 1981 since they were not in 
the employment at the time of the circular dated 1 st October, 
1979. 

17. Considering this and considering the evidence 
led, I conclude that, employees of the 1st Party w ho are 
members of the 2nd Party Union are entitled to get the 
benefit of regularization of both the circulars. So I answer 
this issue to that effect and passing the following order : 

ORDER 

(1) Reference is allowed. 

(2) Employee Murleedharan, and Ratnakar to Yelve, 
the employees shown in the Annexure “A” at 
Serial Nos. 3, and 21 to 24 are entitled to get 
benefit of regularization as per circular dated 
4th November, 1981 and others are from 1st 


October, 1979, the names which are mentioned 
above. 

(3) In the circumstances there is no order as to costs. 
Mumbai. 

9th June, 2006. A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

27^c3T£ 2006 

^T. 3IT. 3349. —TSPRffefWi 3lfatJyHI 1 -6-2000 

SKI, afl. fa. 11/1999 arfWR- 

II, ^ fevft Rtf RRTZ RRtffw faiRT RRT RT, % : 

11 nfad 21 if "91^ 

44 15-3-1990^ 6-11 -1990” 

“ 15-03-1990 ^06-11-1994| 

[^T. ^-30012/03/1998-3^3^(^-1)] 
RR YRR 3T«R 

CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2006 

S.O. 3349.—In Annexure to Notification of even 
no. dated 1-6-2006 notifying the Award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-IL NewDdhiinl D. 11/1999: 

At page 11 in line 21 for the words 

"15-03-1 990 to 06-11-1990” 

"15-03-1990 to 06-11-1994” 

May be read. 

[No. L-30012/03/1998-IR(C-I)] 
S. S. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

3Tf^T 

faerft, 8 Wm, 2006 

RT 31T. 3350.—^far RRrT +K«t>K Rtf faRR f far 

faRT^t; 

afa 'sHfai 1 trrr Rtf faRR rt far Z3R zffatffarr 
fatfU Rtf -qnfaufrH TT^fa £RT faRTRFTT 

*l«lfa> WR>R R afahfrfastfR ^TffrfWT, 1947 
( 1947 Rtf 14 ) Rft RRT 733 >^Rt RRrt TTfafaf 33 RRFT Rifa 'gtr 
m farm % 3TK7T WTT 6011/3/2004-3?!$ 3?R 
\) faR!R> 6-6-2005 RRI TT^fa WTRT 

Rft, fror y^Rvtr RfaTRtfRT rt sfa zr?t srfafaRR r?I rrt 

lOR^Rh-RRI (1RT) £RT3 RtT RtfMRW RHtl ^ 
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?ft TT^. -SR^ff itemfa aftwft ftPpKI ^PTT, ^RT 
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sft 7 ft. ftt. fasu $ 77 % ftteifthr srftmft ^rft W3^ TP^to 

aftfcjcf^uj ftf -^j^pvtan %?[ 3«ffl '^71 R^VJ % 
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^1 ?ft TJ^. sR^ft ft ■tjft 75^1 ®TT 3ft7 'tiT^I % SRTTR 

5*1 «N PlMdl’1 ^ftft I 

[ft. T^-16011/3/2004-3 Tt£ 3TT7 (ftt^) ] 

t7^3rferft 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2006 

S.0.3350.—Whereas the Central Government was 
of the opinion that an industrial dispute existed between 
the management of India Government Mint and their 
workmen; 


And whereas the Central Government was of the 
opinion that the above mentioned dispute should be 
adjudicated by a National Industrial Tribunal; 

And whereas the Central Government, in exercise of 
the powers conferred by Section 7B of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) constituted a National 
Industrial Tribunal vide Ministry of Labour Order No. 
L-16011/3/2004-IR (DU) dated 6-6-2005 with headquarters 
at Kolkata and appointed Justice Shri H. Banneqee as its 
Presiding Officer and in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1 A) of Section 10 of the said Act, referred 
the said industrial dispute to the said National Industrial 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

And whereas the above mentioned industrial dispute 
is still pending final determination. 

Now, therefore, a National Industrial Tribunal is 
constituted with Headquarters at Kolkata with Justice 
Shri C. P, Mishra as its Presiding Officer and the above said 
dispute referred to the above said National Industrial 
Tribunal for adjudication with a direction that Justice 
Shri Mishra shall proceed in the matter from the stage at 
which it was left by Justice Shri H. Bannerjee and dispose 
of the same according to law. 

[No. L-16011/3/2004-ER (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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